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Shore Manpower Documents (SHMD) Program. The Navy 
expects this new program to succeed where SHOR- 
STAMPS did not. 
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technical ones, such as limited coverage by standards 
developed through accepted work measurement tech- 
niques or methods-improvement studies. However, GAO 
believes that the most serious problems are a lack of 
management oversight and inadequate controls at all 
levels. Despite these problems, GAO believes that SHOR- 
STAMPS and SHMD are better than no system at all and 
ought to be improved rather than abandoned. 
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 

NATIONAL 5ECURll-V AND 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS DIYI5ION 

B-197077 

The Honorable John F. Lehman 
The Secretary of the Navy 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

This report, "Navy Manpower Management: Continuing Problems 
Impair the Credibility of Shore Establishment Requirements" 
(NSIAD-85-43), is the first in a series on the Navy's manpower 
requirements determination programs. It raises questions about 
the credibility of Navy shore establishment requirements 
generated by the former SHORSTAMPS program and points out some 
potential problems in the new Shore Manpower Documents (SHMD) 
program. 

This report also contains recommendations to you on pages 
36-41. As you know, 31 U.S.C. 720 requires the head of a Fede- 
ral agency to submit a written statement on actions taken on our 
recommendations to the House Committee on Government Operations 
and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than 
60 days after the date of the report and to the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first request for 
appropriations made more than 60 days after the date of the 
report. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen of the 
above committees; the Chairmen, Senate and House Committees on 
Armed Services; the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank C. Conahan 
Director 
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GENERAL ACCOIUNTPNQ; OFFICE 
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY 
OF THE NAVY 

NAVY MANPOWER MANAGEMENT: 
CONTINUING PROBLEMS IMPAIR 
THE CREDIBILITY OF SHORE 
ESTABLISHMENT REQUIREMENTS 

DIGEST ------ 

Over two-thirds of the Navy's military and 
civilian work force, costing over $12 billion, 
are in shore-based j'obs. Having the right 
number and kinds of people to do these jobs is 
important because not having enough workers 
could affemct military capability while having 
too many would be unnecessarily costly. 
The Congress has on several occasions prodded 
the Navy to develop a more rigorous and credi- 
ble system to justify its shore-based manpower 
needs. A manpower-planning system based on 
the work measurement techniques successfully 
used in private industry would be responsive 
to congressional desires. 

In response to congressional concerns, the 
Navy has been developing a system for deter- 
mining and justifying its total shore-based 
manpower requirements since 1972. This sys- 
tem, known as SHORSTAMPS (Shore Requirements, 
Standards, and Manpower Planning System), was 
officially adopted in March 1976. In December 
1983, SHORSTAMPS became a component of the 
newly formed Navy Manpower Engineering Program 
(NAVMEP), the aggregate name given after sev- 
eral existing manpower programs were incorpo- 
rated under one umbrella program. 

GAO conducted this review in order to provide 
an assessment of the Navy's progress toward 
implementing SHORSTAMPS. Specific objectives 
were to assess whether improvements have been 
made in 

--the Navy's shore-based manpower management, 

--the accuracy of workload data, and 

--the oversight of manpower planning at the 
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) and Command 
headquarters and of the application and use 
of staffing standards at the unit (user) 
level. 
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GAO did nomt address the accuracy of the mathe- 
matical allgarithm,s used in the staffing stan- 
dards nor the technicalities of any individual 
standa&&, 

Although the Navy has made progress in managing 
its shore-based manpower by adopting work mea- 
surement concepts and methods, SHORSTAMBS and 
NAVMEP fall short of meeting congressional 
expectations for rigor and credibility. This 
is due primarily to the Navy's lack of over- 
sight of mzlnpower planning and to various con- 
tinuing technical problems, such as budgeting, 
personnel, procedures, and data. In GAO's 
opinioln, correcting the technical problems 
alone will not be sufficient to result in 
increased use of staffing standards. (See pp. 
25-26, 35-41.) GAO believes that the key 
reason manpo'wer standards are not used is the 
absence of monitoring and enforcement at all 
levels. 

CONTINUING PRGHL,EMS DELAY SHORSTAMPS 
DEVELOPMENT, USE, AND ACCEPTANCE 

SHORSTAMPS calls for the application of work 
measurement techniques to determine total man- 
power requirements--military, civilian, and 
contractor-- for the shore establishment. A 
1980 GAO report on SHORSTAMPS found a number of 
problems. (See pp. 54-57.) The current review 
found that many of those problems continue to 
exist: 

--Most of the Navy's shore manpower is not 
covered by SHORSTAMPS standards. The Navy's 
shore-based authorizations total approxi- 
mately 600,000. By August 1983, approved 
SHORSTAMPS standards reports existed for only 
about 217,500 of those authorizations. (See 
P. 8.) 

--Some contributors to the Navy's slow rate of 
progress toward achieving coverage of the 
shore establishment include (1) erratic bud- 
geting of the program, (2) poor and unusable 
contractor products, and (3) little emphasis 
on managing and retaining trained analysts. 
(See pp. 8-12.) 

--While the Navy has recognized the importance 
of performing methods-improvement studies-- 
which involve examinations of actual. work 
processes and workflows in order to identify 



unnecessary, duplicative, or inefficient pro- 
cedures-- and intend'ed to perform them dmuring 
the standards-revision phase, these studies 
are still not be'ing performed.~ (See pp. 
12-13.) 

--The Shore Required Occupational Capability 
CSHORQC)I smubsystem of SHORSTAMPS contains 
currentand future worklolad projections sub- 
mitted by individual shore activities. 
Although these workload projections are an 
important determinant of manpower require- 
ments, none of the major commands GAO visited 
was ensuring that the SROROC values submitted 
by activities were accurate. GAO tested the 
accuracy of the SHOROC subsystem data inputs 
for workload projections at 23 Navy activi- 
ties. GAO was unable to verify 40 percent of 
the values because no audit trail existed. 
For the values able to be checked, a 48- 
percent error rate was found, including both 
understatements and overstatements of work- 
load. The Navy Manpower Requirements System 
was used to assess the effect of the errone- 
ous values on the 57 functions to which they 
applied. The use of the erroneous workload 
projections resulted in an overstatement of 
manpower requirements in 16 cases and under- 
statements in 19 cases, and had no effect in 
22 cases. (See pp. 13-18.) 

--Although 72 standards reports had been 
approved for use by early FY 1983, four of 
the five major commands GAO visited were not 
using the system in accordance with the 
approved implementation instruction. The 
problems found included commands believing 
that the implementation of standards was 
optional, not using standards to manage 
civilian manpower authorizations, not 
considering all available manpower alterna- 
tives, and not reapplying standards 
annually. (See pp. 18-23.) 

--Impediments to the use of standards included 
perceptions that (1) some standards were 
inaccurate, (2) automated capability was 
needed to relate SHORSTAMPS requirements to 
authorizations, and (3) since using stan- 
dards was not an essential element of budget 
success, there was no incentive to use SHOR- 
STAMPS. (See pp. 23-25.) 

iii 
Tear Sheet 

I 



Because the'lavy wa's dissatisfied with SBOR- 
STAMPS, it approved in December 1983 an alter- 
native, the S'hore Manpower Documents (SHWD) 
program, which is incorporated under an 
umbrella promgram called the Navy Manpower 
Engineering Program (NBkVMEP). The Navy 
expects NlAjTMOP to provide improved manpower 
planning by consolidating all of Navy's exist- 
ing manpovar &termination programs and modi- 
fying the standards-development process in 
order to achieve loo-percent coverage in 2 
years.,; (SW pp. 28-30.) 

But will MAVMEP be better? GAO believes that 
NAVMEB's potential is endangered by method- 
ological weaknesses and budget instability. 
(See pp* 3&33.) Technical problems which GAO 
believes threaten the success of NAVMEP in- 
clude the following: 

--The modifications which NAVMEP is planning 
to make to the standards-development process 
are likely to sacrifice accuracy and effi- 
ciency in the interest of meeting the time- 
table. 

-The planned use of macro-models, which iden- 
tify manpower requirements based on an 
aggregate measure of workload, is likely to 
decrease the accuracy and credibility of 
manpower requirements. Previous studies by 
GAO, the Navy, and the Department of Defense 
(DOD) have identified numerous problems with 
the work measurement systems and data bases 
which are used by the macro-models. (See 
pp. 31-32.) 

--The use of so-called engineered estimates 
and "proxies" as a substitute for standards 
in order to achieve full coverage within 2 
years could discredit the entire program 
because they are not based on accepted work 
measurement techniques. (See p. 32.) 

TECBNICAL PROBLEMS AFFECTING 
SBORSTAMPS AND NAVBEP NEED 
20 BE CORRECTED 

To address the many technical problems cited 
above, GAO makes a number of recommendations 
concerning 
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--providing funding stability for the staffing- 
standards pticrgram, 

--estxblishing a m,anpower-management career 
field, , 

--recons'kdering the use of macro-models by 
NAVMEP, 

--avoiding the use of potentially misleading 
terminology, 

--performing methods-improvement studies, 

--providing adequate resources for incorpo- 
rating methods-improvement studies into the 
stande~ds-deve'lo~ent process, 

--ensuring the accuracy of workload parameter 
values, and 

--eliminating impediments to the use of 
standards. (See pp. 37-40.) 

THE PRIMARY PRQHLEM WITH THE NAVY'S 
SHORE MANPGWER PROGRAM IS THE ABSENCE_ 
OF MGNITORING AND ENFORCEMENT 

While conceptually both SHORSTAMPS and NAVMEP 
appear sound, in practice they fall short. 
However, GAO believes that these programs are 
better than no system at all and ought to be 
improved rather than abandoned. 

GAO found that, although SHORSTAMPS and NAVMEP 
both have a number of defects, the key problem 
has been the absence of monitoring and enforce- 
ment. GAO believes that the Navy should re- 
quire the use of staffing standards to deter- 
mine and manage shore manpower in accordance 
with CNO promulgation and implementation 
instructions. GAO therefore recommends that 
the Secretary of the Navy direct the CNO to 
require commands to 

--certify that they have reprogrammed authori- 
zations and resources (both military and 
civilian) to conform to requirements gener- 
ated by approved SHORSTAMPS standards; 



--submit SWORSTAMPS justifications for any man- ' ' 
polwler iimmmses requested in any function for 
which an approved SHORSTAHBS standard exists; 

--certify that they have reapplied all appli- 
cable standards before each budget cycle; 
and 

--maintain local records to support and docu- 
ment the initial application and periodic re- 
applications of the standards. (See p. 36.) 

GAO also recommends that the Secretary of the 
Navy direct the CNO to 

--assign explicit responsibility and authority 
for monitoring and enforcing the use of man- 
power standards. (See p. 36.) 

With regard to NAVMEP, GAO is concerned that 
the use of less rigorous standards determina- 
tion processes in the interest of rapidly 
increasing coverage and gaining user accept- 
ance may compromise the credibility of the pro- 
gram and its objectives. GAO therefore recom- 
mends that the Secretary of the Navy 

--establish a program to systematically examine 
for soundness/rigor all standards, methodolo- 
gies, and processes to be used by NAVMEP to 
determine manpower requirements, and 

--introduce acceptable work measurement tech- 
niques where feasible. (See p. 37.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
AND GAC'S EVALUATION 

DOD provided GAO with official comments on a 
draft of this report. (The full text of DOD's 
comments is in app. V beginning on p. 58.) 
These comments have been incorporated as 
appropriate. Defense generally agreed with the 
findings of this report, and outlined Navy 
actions to address most of the problems. (See 
pp. 26-27, 33-34, and 40-42.) 

DOD did disagree with GAO's recommendation that 
a career field for military personnel in the 
area of manpower management be established. 
DOD believes that Navy*s current system using 
subspecialty and secondary skill designators 



allows them to develop and utilize sufficient 
manpower-management expertise. DOD also 
stated that the amount of retouring that can 
be accomplished is limited because many of the 
personnejl working in the manpower area have . 
primary skills that are in demand in the 
fleet. (See pp. 26-27 and 42.) 

GAO bNelfeves that the establishment of a 
manpower-management career field would benefit 
the Wavy by providing career incentives neces- 
sary to attract and retain quality personnel 
in the manpower area, increasing the profes- 
sionalism of Wavy manpower managers, and 
reducing the number of personnel with high- 
demand operational skills that are diverted 
into manpower-management jobs. (See pp. 26 
and 42,) 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRGDUCTION 

In an ara in which great emphasis is being put bloth on 
building up our natiormal defense system and on control,ling 
government costs and balancing the federal budget, the use of 
military personnel deserves special attention. Consequently, 
the President and the Congress need assurance that the military 
services are using their personnel resources efficiently, 
effectively, and economically. 

One means of providing this assurance would be an accurate, 
reliable manpower1 planning system. Such a system wlnoul’d pro- 
vide agency management with sound data for making decisions on 
staffing needs and apportionments. The agency would thereby be 
able to manage its work force more effectively and to develop 
credible, defensiblle personnel budgets. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF HAVING AN EFFECTIVE 
MANPOWER-PLANNING SYSTEM 

Manpower-planning systems are essential to the effective 
and economical management of the military services with their 
large workforces (4 to 5 million people). These systems deter- 
mine military manpower requirements-- how many and what kind of 
people are needed to carry out the missions of the various ser- 
vices. Having too few or the wrong kinds of people can seri- 
ously impair our military capability, while having too many 
people can increase costs unnecessarily and divert resources 
from other needs. Therefore, the ability of the services to 
accurately identify through sound/rigorous processes the quan- 
tity and quality of manpower needed for national defense is a 
key concern to decision-makers in Congress, the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
and the services. 

An important reason to be concerned about the soundness/ 
rigor of manpower requirements is military capability. A great 
deal of our capability to withstand the large numerical (people 
and equipment) advantage of our potential military adversaries 
is attributed to our more sophisticated weapon systems. How- 
ever, without the right numbers and kinds of people to operate 
and maintain these very costly weapon systems, our military 
capability would be greatly diminished. The legitimacy of this 
concern is supported by Department of Defense (DOD) studies 
which estimate that human errors account for at least 50 percent 
of the failure of major systems. 

1” Manpower , ” in the context of military personnel management, is 
a generic term used to refer to the demand for workers, regard- 
less of gender. 



Another key reason for concern about manpower requirements 
is cost. Over 40 percent ($113.5 billion) of the DOD budget is 
related to military and civilian manpower. The increasing 
requirements for high-quality people coupled with the much 
smaller recruitable population in the next decade will likely 
push costs even higher, elevating the significance of having 
processes for determining manpower requirements that establish 
the most cost-effective workforce. In a system so large and 
costly, even very small improvements in the way manpower is 
managed can yield substantial dollar savings. A variance of 
only 1 percent in manpower requirements equates to over $1 
billion. 

The criticality of manpower planning in the Navy is 
becoming even more important as the Navy continues to expand. 
As of February 1983, its shore-based authorizations were over 
two-thirds of its total authorizations and cost over $12 bil- 
lion. Moreover, the Navy's expansion to a 600-ship fleet will 
also require an increase in shore personnel. The need to manage 
and budget manpower effectively will be vital to holding down 
the costs of this expansion. 

Conceptually, the key elements of an efficient and 
effective manpower-planning system are (1) sound staffing stan- 
dards, (2) accurate measurement of workload, and (3) the rigor- 
ous application and use of staffing standards. Above all, the 
program must be well-defined, monitored, and enforced. (See 
app. I for a detailed description of the elements of an effec- 
tive manpower-planning system.) Nationally recognized manpower 
experts and private-sector industrial engineering analysts 
confirm the success of this approach to manpower planning. 

A staffing standard is a work measurement concept that 
identifies the number of workers needed to accomplish a given 
amount of work. It takes the form of an equation which computes 
the total man-hour requirements as a function of relevant work- 
load factors. For example, the staffing standard for providing 
orthopaedic services would use the average number of monthly 
orthopaedic clinic outpatients and inpatients, the average num- 
ber of monthly surgical cases, and the average eligible popula- 
tion as the determinants of the total man-hours required. A 
staffing table would then be constructed. This table converts 
those man-hours into the number and types of staff--such as num- 
ber of orthopaedic surgeons and cast room technicians--needed to 
accomplish that work. (See app. II for a more detailed descrip- 
tion of how standards are used to determine required manpower.) 

Of all the military services, the Air Force has had the 
most experience with a formal manpower program which embodies 
such concepts and methods. Its experience indicates that 
manpower-planning systems using this approach can bring substan- 
tial benefits to military budgets. The Congress has applauded 



the results of the Air Forceas application of this approach. In 
fiscal year 1976, the Air Force, drawing on its work with staff- 
ing standards since 1961, reported gross savings of $814 million 
in personnel costs over a 130year period. Also, in the fiscal 
year 1977 appropriation hearings, the Air Force announced that 
it would reduce its active military strength by about 13,000 
personnel and attributed the majority of these reductions to 
more efficient use of support personnel. 

CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN QVHR 
NAW MANPOWER PLANNING 

Cognizant congressional oversight and appropriations 
committees have been disturbed by the many problems that GAO and 
others have reported about the lack of rigor in the Navy's 
shore-based, manpower-determination process. They have also 
been generally diss'atis'fied with the Navy's personnel budget 
justifications. Consequently, the committees have urged the 
Navy to improve its manpower-planning capability. They believe 
that a manpower-planning system based upon sound work 
measurement techniques would be responsive to their desire for a 
more rigorous and credible system. 

In 1972, in response to congressional demands, the Navy 
started designing a manpower-planning system called the Shore 
Requirements, Standards, and Manpower Planning System (SHOR- 
STAMPS). In the next year, it began incorporating into SHORT 
STAMPS the development and use of staffing standards. Three 
years later, in March 1976, the House Committee on Armed Ser- 
vices acknowledged SHORSTAMPS and recommended that it receive 
priority attention in the allocation of fiscal and human resour- 
ces. Three months later, in June, the Congress directed the 
Navy to speed up the development of the system. (See app. III 
for a description of the SHORSTAMPS program.) 

Development, however, fell considerably behind the Navy's 
announced schedule. In March 1979, committees from both the 
House and the Senate questioned Navy officials closely on the 
program's slow progress, its problems, and the Navy's commitment 
to it. In May 1979, the House Committee on Armed Services con- 
cluded that the Navy's rate of progress was unacceptable and 
directed it to devise a new implementation plan immediately. 
The new plan , presented in October 1979, established 1987 as the 
new target date by which 70 percent of the Navy's shore popu- 
lation would be under staffing standards. In 1980, we examined 
the reasons for the Navy's_slow progress in developing SHOR- 
STAMPS staffing standards.3 At that time, we found a number of 

2The Navy's Shore Requirements, Standards, 
Stem (SHORSTAMPS) 
-2jf;lF’L;b. 7, 1980). 
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problems hindering development and implementation of staffing 
standards and recommended 'ways to improve the program. (See 
aw . IV for a s'ummary of our findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations.) 

In December 19bf83c the Navy's SHORSTAMPS program was 
redesignated the Shore Manpower Documents (SHMD) program and 
incorporated into another Navy manpower initiative called the 
Navy Manpower Engineering Program (NAVMEP). (See ch. 3.) NAV- 
MEP also incorporated the Ship Manpower Documents (SMD) program 
and the Squadron Manpower Document (SQMD) program. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPB, 
AND METHODOLOGY 

In order to provide the concerned congressional committees 
with an up-to-date assessment of the Navy's progress toward 
meeting the congressional mandate to establish a more rigorous 
and credible manpower requirements system and to assess the 
problems being encountered, we reviewed the Navy's progress in 
developing and using staffing standards to determine its 
shore-based manpower requirements. Our specific objectives were 
to assess whether the Navy has made improvements in 

--its shore-based manpower management by developing 
(1) staffing standards using accepted work measurement 
techniques for as much of the workforce as possible and 
(2) standards based on the most efficient methods of the 
function under study;3 

--the accuracy of workload data by (1) providing clear 
definitions and instructions for measuring workload and 
(2) ensuring the accuracy of workload data submissions; 
and 

--the oversight of manpower planning at the Chief of Naval 
Operations (CNO) and Command headquarters and the 
application and use of staffing standards at the unit 
(user) level. 

Since the SHORSTAMFS methodology for developing standards 
incorporates generally accepted industrial engineering 
tech-niques, we performed no in-depth examination of the 
standards-development process. Consequently, we addressed 
neither the accuracy of the mathematical algorithms used in the 
staffing standards nor the technicalities of any individual 
standard. 

3The process of determining the most efficient method of per- 
forming a given function or task is commonly referred to as a 
"methods-improvement study" or an "efficiency review." 
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We updated progress made since our 1980 report and 
discussed continuing problems with key officials at the fol- 
lowing offices: the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, Manpower, 
Personnel, and Training; the Secretary of the Navy; the Secre- 
tary of Defense; and the Navy Manpower and Material Analysis 
Centers, Atlantic and Pacific. 

To study the use of standards, we visited five major 
commands, which control about 80 percent of shore-based manpower 
authorizations,4 and 35 subordinate commands. We interviewed 
key officials about the use and problems of SHORSTAMPS; docu- 
mented and analyzed the extent of the use of standards; tested 
the accuracy of reported data; and reviewed related policies, 
directives, and correspondence. 

We conducted this review between October 1982 and January 
1984. During this time, the Navy consolidated and reorganized 
its manpower management efforts under NAVMEP. While it was too 
early to evaluate the effects of this change, we were able to 
make some observations based on preliminary documentation. (See 
ch. 3.) 

This review is part of a larger GAO effort involving the 
examination of the manpower programs across DOD. Once we have 
reviewed all the programs used by the services, we expect to be 
able to make a more definitive evaluation of each specific sys- 
tem and to make additional recommendations. 

Our review was made in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 

4The Chief of Naval Material; the Commander-in-Chief, U.S. 
Atlantic Fleet; the Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet; the 
Chief of Naval Education and Training; and the Commander, Naval 
Medical Command. 



CHAPTER 2 

J@AKNESS~ES CONTINUE TO EXLST 
Xl Tlw$ S3~HORSTAM3S PROGRAM 

The Navy implemented the SHORSTAMPS program in order to 
correct known problems in its shore-based manpower-requirements 
program and to respond to congressional demands for improved 
rigor and credibility. The Navy has been developing this program 
for about 10 years, with over $88 million having been funded for 
it through fiscal year 1984 and approximately $40 million more 
planned for fiscal years 1985-89. Despite this investment, how- 
ever, our current review of SHORSTAMPS found that most of the 
problems identified in our 1980 report continue to exist.5 

The major problems lie in 'the areas of staffing standards, 
workload data, and enforcement and use of standards. With regard 
to staffing standards, we found that SHORSTAMPS does not cover 
the majority of the Navy's shore authorizations and that the 
standards-development process has not incorporated methods- 
improvement studies. In the area of workload data, we found a 
substantial problem with inaccurate data and a lack of management 
controls to ensure the accuracy of data inputs. In addition, we 
found that the Navy was not enforcing its policy and instructions 
regarding the use of SHORSTAMPS and that, as a result, little use 
has been made of standards which have been approved for Navy-wide 
use to manage available personnel or to justify budgets. 

SHORSTAMPS BACKGROUND 

Before 1964, as we noted in our 1980 report on SHORSTAMPS, 
the Navy had difficulty justifying its manpower budget requests 
to the Congress. Since the Navy based its manpower requests 
largely on officials' experience, judgment, and assumptions 
rather than on credible work measurement/projection techniques, 
its budget requests were often cut because the Navy could not 
adequately demonstrate the reasonableness of its estimates. 

Since 1964, the Navy has used various formal programs to 
determine manpower requirements for its shore establishments. 
Initial programs-- the Navy Manpower Validation Program (1964- 
1968) and the Navy Manpower Survey Program (1969-1973)--had a 
number of flaws which led to their discontinuance. One flaw was 

5The Navy's Shore Requirements, Standards, and Manpower Planning 
System (SHORSTAMPS) --Does the Navy Really %%it It? (GAO/FPCD-80- ___ -- 
29, Feb. 7, 1980). 
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that these programs revealed only temporary manpower needs; as 
missions and functions changed, these needs quickly became obso- 
lete. Moreover, these programs lacked the versatility to adjust 
manpower needs to variations in the kind and amount of work to be 
done, In addition, these programs' determined requirements based 
primarily on interviews and historical data rather than on more 
rigorous and reliable work measurement techniques. 

In 1972, the Navy developed the framework for SEEORSTAHBS in 
an effort to overcome the problems of the earlier systems and to 
satisfy congres'sional concerns about the credibility of shore 
manpower requests. In 1976, the Navy officially adopted the pro- 
gram as its system for determining shore manpower requirements. 

The SHORSTAMPS program calls for the use of work measurement 
techniques to determine total shore manpower requirements--for 
military and civilian personnel and for contractors--according to 
mission and function. Its objectives are to 

--determine, document, and maintain quantitative and quali- 
tative manpower requirements necessary to perform Navy 
support missio'ns ashore; 

--report manpower requirements having a high degree of 
credibility; 

--redistribute manpower authorizations to match documented 
tasking and workload; and 

--provide a manpower management capability to assist major 
users of personnel in the planning and programming 
processes, 

SHORSTAMPS standards, when coupled with appropriately 
validated workload tasking, are intended to be the definitive 
Navy statement of the manpower required to accomplish that work- 
load. A 1980 memo from the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) 
states that 

what is intended is that the SHORSlXMPS requirement serve as a 
tool to assist management to reallocate scarce manpower to the' 
areas of greatest need, to justify propwed increases in manpower 
needed toacccmplishprogranrmedworkload,andtopermitthe 
development of specific workload impact if the required manpower 
is not available. 

SHORSTAMPS is composed of two main subsystems: the Shore 
Required Operational Capability (SHOROC) and the staffing stan- 
dards subsystem. SHOROC is a dictionary of standardized state- 
ments which identify the kind and amount of various tasks that 
can be performed at individual Navy shore establishments. The 
staffing standards subsystem consists of mathematical algorithms 
which relate manpower requirements to various levels of work- 
load. Integrating the two subsystems is the Navy Manpower 
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Requirements System (NMRS), a data-processing capability that 
determines minimum manpower requirements. An example of the use 
of staffing standards' to determine manpower requirements appears 
in appendix TI, and a detailed description of the SHC'RSTAMPS 
program appears in appendix PII. 

STAFFING STANDARDS PROVIDE 
LIMITED COVERAGE 

Approximately 600,000 military and civilian personnel are 
assigned to Navy's shore establishments. After about 10 years of 
effort to August 1983, the Navy had developed and promulgated 95 
standards reports6 giving coverage under staffing standards to 
only about 217,500 (37 percent) of the shore establishment work- 
force. "Coverage under staffing standards" means that a standard 
has been developed, that it has been applied against a given 
workload to determine the number and kind of workforce needed to 
do the work, and that its output has been included in the man- 
power budget. (DOD now reports that they currently have 117 
standards covering 229,000 spaces ashore.) 

Although the Navy has made some progress toward developing 
and approving standards for work done in the shore establishment 
since our 1980 review, the majority of Navy shore-based manpower 
was still not covered by SHORSTAMPS staffing standards as of 
December 1983. The slow progress being made has hindered the 
Navy's ability to manage its available shore resources effec- 
tively and to credibly justify its staffing needs as Congress has 
directed. Possible contributors to the slow rate of progress 
include erratic program budgeting , poor and unusable contractor 
products related to standards development, and limited emphasis 
on trained SHORSTAMPS analysts. 

Erratic SHORSTAMPS program 
budgeting may have contributed 
to delayed progress 

Funding stability is critical to better management--whether 
public or private. With funding stability, managers can set more 
realistic goals and objectives, attain goals and objectives more 
readily, measure performance more realistically, and place 
greater confidence on identified causes of variances from desired 
performance, thereby having a more appropriate basis for taking 
corrective actions. 

Historically, funding has been one of the critical problems 
besetting the development and implementation of the SHORSTAMPS 
program. In our t980 report of the SHORSTAMPS program, we noted 
that top Navy officials were informed early that the SHORSTAMPS 
effort would require more funds to develop the system within an 

6A standards report may cover one or more standard equations or 
algorithms for tasks that are reasonably alike. 
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acceptable time frame. Erratic SHORSTAMPS program budgeting, 
however, continues to exist. The table which follo'ws shows the 
fluctuations in funding Levels planned for S~HORS~TAMPS for fiscal 
years 1979 through 1989 at various points between September 1979 
and May 1983. 

Fiscal Year 
De-b 

of ProJection 1979 19410 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
(mllllons) 

Sept. 1979 $7.4 $8.8 $14.1 $15.2 $23.3 f19.3 $20.8 

Sept. 1980 10.0 14.6 17.4 24.3 19.6 21.3 $19.7 

%pt. 1981 12.7 16.9 23.4 18.8 21.3 19.7 $19.9 

Hay 1982 13.7 12.5 12.0 14.2 12.3 12.2 $12.3 

Sspt. 1982 12.5 22.8 20.2 18.7 18.8 18.8 518.8 

Feb. 1983 18.1 22.8 20.2 18.7 18.8 18.8 18.8 

Apr. 1983 15.7 14.1 16.2 14.7 16.1 24.2 24.6 

May 1983 15.7 14.1 12.1 to.7 10.2 3.7 3.0 

One side effect of fluctuations in funding is increased 
reliance upon contractors because contract efforts are more eas- 
ily expanded and reduced than civilian and military personnel 
levels. Funding cuts, however, can have serious effects on stan- 
dards development because contractor start-ups and phase-outs 
cause lost effort and reduced capability and are likely to have 
contributed to the poor quality of standards received from 
contractors (see below). 

The effects of erratic funding can be seen in the following 
example. The Navy reduced its SHORSTAMPS budget by $14.3 million 
in fiscal years 1983 and 1984, of which $11.2 million (or $5.6 
million annually) was for contract assistance including 
standards-development work. Although the $5.6 million cut for 
fiscal year 1983 was eventually reinstated by the House Committee 
on Appropriations, the restoration came so late in the fiscal 
year that the Navy could use only about $3.3 million for 
SHORSTAMPS-related work. Of this amount, only $1.8 million 
could then be used for standards-development work. 



Many contractor products 
are poor and unuaiable 

During fiscal years 1939-$2, the Navy SHORSTAMPS pro'gram 
expended over $4.5 million for 43 contractor products related to 
standards development. Of these products, 7 (16 percent) were 
considered usable, 20 (47 percent) partially usable, and 16 (37 
percent) --costing $2.9 million--unusable. Examples of problems 
associated with poor products included (1) back-up data lost or 
untraceable, (2) universe poorly or improperly identified, and 
(3) inadequate workload definition for measurement. 

SHORSTAMPS officials at CM0 headquarters and at the two 
manpower analysis centers emphasized that, although they received 
some usable contractor products, they did not favor using 
contractors to develop staffing standards because of the problems 
with the quality of the contractors' products. 

That problems are associated with using contractors for the 
development of staffing standards is not new. In its September 
1979 report to the House Committee on Armed Services, the Navy 
pointed out that using contractor personnel was excessively 
costly and had not produced desired results. Furthermore, in 
March 1981, the Navy also reported other problems with contrac- 
tors, including their 

--lack of knowledge about Navy organizations, functions, and 
management practices, which significantly hindered their 
ability to develop standards in any functional area; 

--recruiting difficulties which sometimes required 6 to 8 
months after contract award date to reach the necessary 
staffing level; and 

--requirements for SHORSTAMPS staff on about a one-to-one 
ratio to monitor contract efforts and exchange information 
pertinent to standards development. 

In our February 1980 report, we pointed out that the Air 
Force, with its years of staffing-standards experience, argues 
against contracting for standards development. It believes that 
contracting does not offer the continuity and expertise provided 
by an in-house work force of military and civilian management 
engineers. 

Limited emphasis on managing 
and retaininq trained 
SHORSTAMPS analysts is costly 
and may hamper development 

In 1980, we recommended that the Secretary of Defense 
require the Navy to establish manpower and personnel management 
career fields for both civilians and military personnel. Such 
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career fields would enbmce institutional expertise and facili- 
tate accountability for implementing staffing standards. The 
Navy has not implemented this recommendation and has done little 
to emphasize management and retention of SHORSTAMPS-trained 
analysts. 

With respect to civilians, the Navy implemented a Civilian 
Career Program in Dlecemb#er 1981. This program defined objec- 
tives, establis'hed a career board and functional advisory panel, 
listed mission and function statements, and identified the need 
for an intern development center. However, as of February 1984, 
the Navy had not approved resources for the development center, 
which was to be a key means of bringing new people into the man- 
power area. 

As for military personnel, the Navy decided to use its 
Officer Subspecialty and Navy Enlisted Classification systems to 
provide SHORSTAMPS with the majority of its standards-development 
and manpower-management personnel, rather than to establish a 
career field like that of the Air Force, as the Congress sug- 
gested and as we recommended in a 1979 report7 and again in the 
previously cited 1980 report. Congressional interest in the 
Navy's establishing a career field in manpower appears in the 
April 1977 House report on fiscal year 1978 defense appropria- 
tions, where it was stated that "the Navy would benefit by 
creating a definite career pattern for personnel to pursue in the 
manpower area which would of itself be career enhancing." 

The Navy believes, however, that its subspecialty classifi- 
cation for officer personnel is a viable means of tracking and 
utilizing expertise in the manpower area. Most officers have 
both a primary specialty, such as submarine or surface warfare, 
and one or more subspecialties, such as personnel or intelli- 
gence. The Navy makes an effort to assign officers to shore duty 
into positions requiring their subspecialties. 

While the Navy believes that its approach accomplishes its 
objectives, the evidence indicates that the Navy is not actively 
managing the officer manpower subspecialty to capitalize on sec- 
ond tours, and that it has not developed any formal guidance 
requiring such management to occur. Of the 22 officers assigned 
to the SHORSTAMPS departments of the Manpower and Material Analy- 
sis Centers at the time of our review, only 3 had the manpower 
subspecialty; 3 were designated as students working toward 
achieving the manpower subspecialty; and 10 had no subspecialty. 
Of the remaining 6 officers, 4 had subspecialties in other fields 
(computer science , professional health care administration, edu- 
cation and training management, and human resource management); 

7Military and Civilian Managers of Defense Manpower: Improvements 
Possible inTheir Experience, T%%imand Rewards, Vol. I 
(GAO/FPCDq9-1, Feb. 16, 1979). 
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and 2 had master's degrees in fields outside of Navy subspecial- 
ties (business administration and library science). 

Likewise, the Navy has not es'tablished a system to manage 
its enlisted manpower clas'sffications. As with officers, the 
same basic utilization trend existed with enlisted manpower 
classifications. Only 53, or 25 percent, of the 210 enlisted 
personnel assigned to the SHORSTAMPS departments had the Manage- 
ment Engineering Technician classification. The remaining people 
had classifications designating various other areas of expertise. 

In our February 1980 report, we pointed out that the Navy 
makes a considerable investment in training analysts to develop 
SHORSTAMPS standards, but that it had not yet taken steps to pro- 
tect and capitalize on its investment. The Navy continues to in- 
vest heavily in training military personnel who routinely trans- 
fer, and it has still not established a formal system to manage 
this expertise. The training expense is especially significant 
since 70 percent of SHORSTAMPS personnel are military and their 
average tour length is 3 years. During the approximate 4-year 
period, October 1979 through July 1983, the SHORSTAMPS depart- 
ments at the Atlantic and Pacific Centers acquired a total of 429 
new analysts to train--43 officers, 337 enlisted personnel, and 
49 civilians --and lost a total of 317 trained and experienced 
analysts--35 officers, 235 enlisted personnel, and 47 civilians. 

During this same O-year period, a total of only 12 enlisted 
personnel and one officer had served or were serving subsequent 
tours. According to analysis center officials, 9 of the 12 en- 
listed individuals were serving second tours as the result of 
individual requests, in-house trade arrangements, and other 
internal decisions; they were not the result of the Navy's 
detailing system. Information on the remaining three enlisted 
personnel was unknown. The only officer serving a second tour 
resulted from a personal request. Also, 67 percent of the 
enlisted personnel assigned to the analysis centers were in the 
senior grades E-7 through E-9. Their seniority makes it less 
likely that they will serve second tours in the manpower area and 
may delay institutionalizing manpower management in the Navy 
since the continuity needed to manage the manpower program 
efficiently and effectively may not be achieved. 

THE LACK OF METHOD STUDIES IN THE 
STANDARDS-DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
MAY PERPETUATE INEFFICIENCIES 

Method studies involve examinations of actual work processes 
and work flows in order to identify work or methods which may be 
non-essential, duplicative, or otherwise inefficient. Without 



such studies, historical inefficiencies may be incorporated into 
the standards which are developed. Consequently, use of these 
standards may produce overstated manpower requirements. 

Methods-improvement p'tudies continue to be missing from the 
Navy's process for developing SHORSTAMPS staffing standards. 
As we reported in 1980, the Navy recognized the importance of 
incorporating method studies into the standards-development 
process, but had not done so for two reasons. First, the Navy 
decided to wait until the standards-revision phase to perform 
these studies and to concentrate its limited resources on stan- 
dards development. Second, the Navy wanted to cover quickly as 
much of the shore workforce as possible, and incorporating method 
studies would have delayed this effort. 

Our current review found that, although many standards were 
either being reviewed for currency or were scheduled for review 
through fiscal year 1984, method studies were still not being 
performed. Again, officials emphasized the Navy's need to cover 
the population first as the reason why method studies were not 
being done. The Navy now plans for its recently reorganized 
manpower program, the Navy Management Engineering Program 
(NAVMEP), to incorporate the performance of efficiency reviews, 
another term for methods-improvement studies. (See ch. 3.) 

SHOROC SUBSYSTEM DATA 
IS INACCURATE 

The Navy has rectified some of the SHOROC subsystem problems 
we noted in our prior report by identifying the shore activities 
to be covered by SHORSTAMPS, training users in SHOROC prepara- 
tion, providing feedback reports so that submitted values can be 
verified, and updating workload projections only for those func- 
tions covered by standards. However, problems still exist with 
the accuracy of SHOROC workload projections, the clarity of 
SHOROC definitions, and the accuracy of Billet Occupation Classi- 
fication (BOC) codes. 

Controls lacking to ensure the 
accuracv of workload oroiections 

SHOROC reports from individual activities contain workload 
projections for current and future years. These projections are 
called parameter values, and they are required to be reviewed at 
least annually where standards exist and to be updated when 
changes occur and prior to the annual budget submission. These 
values must be accurate because they provide the basis for devel- 
oping standards and, ultimately, for determining the minimum 
manpower required to perform specific functions. 

However, none of the major manpower commands we visited was 
ensuring that the SHOROC parameter values submitted by activities 
were accurate. Although the commands make some checks of the 



parameter values for reasonableness, command officials told us 
that they make no checks for accuracy. We found that the! 
activity department managers, who are called upon to report 
SHOROC values, generally lacked knowledge about SHORSTWPS and 
about the importance of submitting accurate SHORN values. 

We tested the ac@ura@y of SHOROC data at 23 aetiviti&s by 
reviewing the 121 Required Functional Capabilities (RFCmius)‘@ and 
654 parameters which applied to these activities for fi’scal year 
1983 and future years. We were able to obtain data on 39 
parameter values: 202 (52 percent) of these were aimmate, and 
187 (48 percent) were inaccurate. We were unable to validate 265 
values (40 percent} because supporting documentation was not 
available or reconstructable or because values were based on 
estimates or guesses. 

At present, there is no requirement that records bl& main- 
tained to support reported SHOROC values, and an audit trail does 
not always exist to check these inputs. Because of this ablsence 
of records, 40 percent of the parameters we attempted to examine . 
have no documented historical basis for analytical study, trend 
analysis, or reassessment of the accuracy of previous inputs. 

The 187 inaccurately reported values included both over- 
statements and understatements to the value that should have been 
reported. Reasons for the inaccuracies included the use of an 
incorrect source of data or calculation method, estimates or 
guesses of what the values should be (especially for future 
years), uncertainty abmout what to report because of insufficient 
SHOROC knowledge or unclear SHOROC definitions, and hesitancy to 
reduce values in the belief that changes were insignificant or 
out of fear that manpower authorizations would be lost. Often, 
officials did not know the reasons for the inaccuracies. 

The results of our parameter value test are shown below, and 
they strongly indicate that a problem exists with parameter value 
accuracy. In addition, although 202 values were accurate, 76 of 
these involved a simple “yes” or “no” response to a definition 
question (e.g., "Does the activity provide a 24-hour-per-day 
dispatcher?“). 

8Required Functional Capabilities are the specific tasks 
performed within a functional area, such as operating an 
enlisted dining facility or issuing recruit clothing. 
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Number of SHOROC Parameter Values 

Audit trail 
available for 

Reviewed validation Accurate Inaccurate 

FY 1983 2917 234 112 (48%) 122 (52%) 
Future years 357 155 90 (58%) --- 65 (42%) 

Total 654 389 202 (52%) 187 (48%) 
- - - 

Inaccurately reported parameter values can affect the 
accuracy of manpower requirements. We determined the impact the 
erroneous parameter values had on manpower requirements in the 57 
RFCs for which we had verified errors in the parameter value data 
by using the Navy Manpower Requirements System (NMRS). Of the 57 
RFCs, 16 were overstated by a total of 82 positions; 19 were 
understated by a total of 154 positions; and 22 had no effect on 
manpower requirements. The following table shows the impact on 
manpower requirements of some of the RFC parameter values we 
found to be in error. 



RFC and 
short title 

SUP 04.012 Norfolk Naval (a) 26,000 20,130 
Enlisted dining Sh Ipyard (b) 35 21 

facility 

MED 26.001 Portsmouth N~ava I (cl 535 535 
Pharmacy Reg. Med. Csniw (d) 36,661 37,234 

SUP 04.006 
SERVWRT 

PSO 00.002 
Harbor pilots 

FIR 01.001 
Ftre preventton 

Inspecttons 

MD 23.001 
Provide nursing 

sew Ices 

Reqlrirenents based up00 

NclVV 
Para- reported 

Location meter value -- 

Naval Supply (e) 72,552 73,659 
center, Norfolk (f) 2,140 2,664 

Naval Station, 
Norfolk 

Naval Air 
Test Center 

(g) 442 274 
(h) 1.6 1.1 
(I) 10 10 

Cj) 4,731,839 

San Diego Naval (k) 614 614 
Reg. Med. Center (I) 468 491 

(ml) 767 768 

Parawter def lnltlons 

(al Monthly rations fed. 
(b) Serving lines operated per week. 
(cl Number of operating beds. 
(d) mnthly average number of outpatient and Inpatient visits for a 12-nwnth period. 
(9) Average number of line itetns issued per month based on previous 12 months. 
(f) Average number of customers serviced per month. 

(9) Average monthly number of watercraft movements requlrlng the assistance of one or more harbor pilots. 
(h) Average duratlon of a harbor pflot’s mfsslon based upon la-month average of all tima expended from the time 

GAO Niny 
validated reported 

value 

4,095,667 

value 

105 

50 

31 

8 

4 

735 

wo Di ff@rence 
ral’ t dated frw ranported 

value value 

77 28 ovw 

51 1 under 

30 1 over 

5 3 OYBT 

4 no change 

741 6 under 

(I) 

(J) 
(k) 
(I) 
(Ill) 

of dispatch of the harbor pllot until his return. 
Total number of YTM and YTB tugboats operated by port set-v Ice operations. 
Square feet of floor space in thousands. 
Number of operating beds. 
Staff personnel supported. 
Average number of surgical cases operated per month in surgical suite. 



In February 19$3, the Naval Audit Service (NAS) identified 
similar problems with parameter values at several activities.g 
NAS noted that verification of parameter values and reviews of 
supporting documentation were incomplete; that values were not 
always reported or, when reported, occasionally were in error; 
and that documentation supporting reported values was not always 
available or sufficient. 

Unclear parametarr definitions may 
lead to inaccurate data reporting 

The SHQROC sajibarylstem still does not always provide clear 
definitions of parameter values which activities are to report as 
their various workload factors. To be effective, SHOROC param- 
eter definitions should clearly define the information to be 
included in the reported value, the specific time period values 
are to be based one and the way in which the values should be 
calculated. Ambiguous definitions have caused misunderstanding 
among activities regarding the specific values to be reported and 
thereby add to the problem of data inaccuracy. Since these pa- 
rameter values are used to compute staffing requirements, values 
that can fluctuate depending on interpretation cannot ensure 
accurate manpower requirements. 

In July 1982, NAS addressed the Navy's need to clarify 
parameter definitions.10 NAS reviewed 31 RFCs at one naval 
station for which standards had been developed and found that 36 
of the 37 parameters relating to these RFCs were ambiguous. The 
definitions did not specify one or more of the following essen- 
tial factors for determining the workload to report: the cut-off 
date, the reporting period, or a clear identification of the work 
unit. NAS recommended that the SHOROC dictionary be revised to 
define parameter values clearly. Our analysis showed that 
ambiguous definitions continue to contribute to inaccurate data 
reporting. 

Billet Occupation Classification (HOC) 
codes need to be accurate 

Many Navy shore authorizations have inaccurate BOC codes 
assigned to them. BOG codes are three-position codes used to 
link manpower authorizations to RFCs in the shore establishment. 
The accuracy of these codes is critical to Navy manpower manage- 
ment. BOC codes are the only common data element available to 
compare, in an automated manner, the SHORSTAMPS-generated 

Report on Accurs of Shore Re uired 0 erational 
kr- the ities (SHQRQC) Data Reporting, 

Navy (Report H0063, Feb.7, 1983). 

loNaval Audit Service (Audit Report A10352L, July 7, 1982). 



manpower requirements of a given RFC with the current military 
and civilian authorizations in that function in order to 
determine if excesses or deficits exist in the workforce, 

BOC codes also provide high-level manpower managers various 
query capabilities and critical information necessary to develop, 
wrWr assess, and implement SHORSTAMPS staffing standards. 
Existing problems associated with BOC codes hamper effective and 
accurate implementation of SHORSTAMPS standards. 
include 

These problems 

--activities misassigning or assigning "undetermined" BOC 
codes to authorizations because of uncertainty about what 
code to assign; 

--major commands and activities not always ensuring that 
BOC codes are accurately assigned and errors corrected; 

--erroneous inputs remaining in the data bases until major 
commands submit corrections because the BOG accuracy edit 
check does not affect existing BOC errors in the data 
bases: 

--BOC codes for civilian authorizations being required to 
be updated only once a year; and 

--the NMRS using authorization data which is not current 
since it is only updated quarterly. 

Analysis of trend data concerning BOC code inaccuracies 
shows that, although the Navy has made progress toward reducing 
the problem, it needs to continue its effort. 

APPROVED STANDARDS ARE 
NOT USED AS INTENDED 

SHORSTAMPS has not been used or accepted Navy-wide as the 
Navy's official program for managing shore manpower and deter- 
mining requirements. Few commands have used the 72 standards 
reports that the CNO approved for use by early FY 1983 as the 
Navy intended. Also, the Navy is neither monitoring nor enforc- 
ing the use of standards and operational impediments, and command 
resistance limits the program's use and effectiveness. 

Minimal use made of 
SHORSTAMPS standards 

By October 1982, 72 SHORSTAMPS standards reports covering 
200,000 shore authorizations were approved for use. However, 
these standards have been used only minimally to manage manpower 
and to determine staffing requirements. In fact, four of the 
five commands we visited were not using the SHORSTAMPS standards 
in accordance with the CNO-approved instruction for SHORSTAMPS 
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implementation. The Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic Fleet 
(CINCLANTFLT), is the one command generally implementing SHOR- 
STAMPS in accordance with the program*s directives. (It is 
interesting to note that a key official in CINCLANTFLT's man- 
power planning and analysis section had former service in the 
manpower area, while his counterparts in the other commands were 
generally serving in their first manpower job.) 

The SHORSTAMPS instruction requires that, upon receipt of a 
promulgated standard, commands reprogram authorizations and 
resources to the maximum extent practicable to conform with 
requirements generated by SHORSTAMPS standards. To fill any 
shortages that cannot be addressed through reprogramming, com- 
mands can request increases in authorizations through the budget 
process. Such requests are to be accompanied by SHORSTAMPS 
justification. Thereafter, standards are to be reapplied annu- 
ally before July in preparation for each budget cycle. Commands 
are to maintain local records to support the initial application, 
implementation, and periodic reapplication of standards. 

Most commands we visited in the summer of 1983 were not 
complying with this instruction, believing that they could choose 
which standards they wanted to implement and when. Also, they 
generally did not maintain information quantifying the use of 
standards. At the time of our visits, the extent of SHORSTAMPS 
use for standards promulgated as of October 1982 varied among 
commands, as shown in the following table. 



Magpltude of Conmand Use of SH~STAWS 

Conusander- 1 n- 
Chief, U.S. 
Atlantic Fleet 

Conmnander- I n- 
chtef, U.S. 
Paclflc Fleet 

Chief of Naval 
Material 

Chief of Naval 
Educat Ton and 
Trsinlng 

Naval Msdlcal 
Coimnand 

GAD-verified 
Nnrmber of nlumber of 
stendards standards 
reports repwts 

67 a/ 5’0 

56 c/ 3 

58 

54 

43 

e/ - 

f/ 10 

h/ 1 

GM-verified 
number of 
authotizatlens 
reprogrd 
as a result of 
SHCRSTM’S 

739 

479 

23 

a3 

0 

GAO-verffTed number 
of SWWT~S-J u&b f I ed 
awfh~orPzattions reqiues- 
tetj iti bud,& process 

b/ 1,396 

d/ 1,394 

v 

w 

0 

a/Nine standards reports were not implearented because they were betng revlsed. 

b/Number was verified for 1984 progren year only. Data for 1985 program year was not readily 
aval lable. 

C/Local lmplementatfon for 30 standards reports was Initiated but halted by CINCPACFLT; 21 
uere nonconcurred wfth; 1 was golng to be implemented; and the status of 1 was unknown. 

d/Number represents 1984 and 1985 program year requests. It includes authorizations relative 
to the 30 standards reports for which local implementation was halted. 

e/Cumnand had no information available identifying these totals. We were told that as a rule 

SHCRSTWS standards were not used to determlne manpower In CNH and used only on a limited 
basis for reprogrannrlng manpower. 

f/Command reported 27 standards reports as “no rsprogrmrning possible--use In the budget 
pFocessW although no documentation was provided; 10 were forwarded to InanpoweF departments 
for a&Ion although no action had yet been taken; 2 were dlsagreed with; the status of 5 
remalned undetermined. 

g/Data was not aval I able. 

h/ThlS WaS a diFe&ed F0qUiFeVIWlt. The remaining standards reports were not implemented 
because the basfc philosophy of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, now the Naval Medical 
-and, was to waft until all standards had been developed. The command feared that 
standwds implementation would take away personnel, and believed that a need existed to 
improve standards and the command’s Internal data reporting system. 
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Even when standards are used, they are not always used in 
accordance with CNdS instructions. Examples of these deviations 
include 

--not reprogrammin 
% 

civilian authorizations ac or 
to requirements erived from SHoLrZsTwPs si s! 

ing 
Stan ar s; 

--not considering all available manpower (including 
contractor, temporary, and transient personnel) when 
determining staffing adequacy; and 

--not comparing all activities and manpower to determine 
if excesses existed before requesting more. 

Civilian authorizations 
are not beinq reprogrammed 

Civilian populations offer a particular difficulty for the 
application of SHORSTAMPS. Major command and other Navy off i- 
cials told us that civilians cannot be reprogrammed under SHOR- 
STAMPS because they are managed in aggregate, relate to specific 
programs in the budget, and are especially difficult and costly 
to move. Consequently, few civilian reprogrammings have 
occurred. Not applying SHORSTAMPS to civilians can substantially 
impair the impact of the program since civilians account for 
about 50 percent of the shore workforce. 

CINCLANTFLT has found a way around the barriers to applying 
SHORSTAMPS standards to its civilians. We were told that this 
command manages civilians in the aggregate at each of its activi- 
ties as do other commands. However, when the command implements 
a standard that affects civilian manpower, it identifies unfilled 
requirements and surplus authorizations by position on the 
authorization document for civilian manpower. The command 
expects this information to be used by subordinates as a tool to 
reallocate civilian resources in line with the SHORSTAMPS 
requirements. It encourages the application of excesses to defi- 
cits in functions already covered by standards. The command 
requests feedback on actions taken or planned, and monitors the 
status of these actions. If civilian excesses are applied 
inappropriately, CINCLANTFLT reduces activity requests for addi- 
tional manpower. For example, in its 1985 budget submission, 
CINCLANTFLT reduced its request for civilian manpower by 100 
authorizations by applying civilian excesses to the requested 
amount justified by SHORSTAMPS, 

In contrast, SHORSTAMPS standards have been little used to 
manage civilian authorizations by the Chief of Naval Material; 
the Chief of Naval Education and Training; the Commander-in- 
Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet; and the Naval Medical Command. 



Not all available manipowcsr alternatives 
are be inq conslk&med 

The SHORSTAMPS~ program is intended to cover all available 
manpower-- including contractor# transient, temporary additional 
duty, selected res~erves, and other services. However, these 
resources are generally not being accounted for in deter- mining 
the actual manpower retqjuired to perform applicable functions, 
according to SHORS~TAMPS officials and a September 1982 study 
conducted by a contractor.ll As of September 1983, the Navy had 
not developed a data base to account for these types of manpower 
resources. One official informed us that he hoped to incorporate 
this type manpower into the Navy's data base within 2 to 3 years. 

SHORSTAMPS officials informed us that CINCLANTFLT was the 
only major manpower user which had actually determined its 
manpower requirements within the true spirit of the SHORSTAMPS 
program --total force manpower requirements. 

Incorporating all available manpower can impact substantially 
on the actual manpower required to perform specific functions 
and, consequently, on the credibility of budget submissions. For 
example, in the 1984 budget submission for 29 activities provid- 
ing food services for CINCLANTFLT, the SHORSTAMPS manpower 
requirement was 1,738 and the command's authorizations were 883, 
resulting in an apparent shortfall of 855. However, 824 staff 
years of other manpower--653 contractor, 167 temporary, 4 
transient --were available to perform this function so the true 
shortfall became 31 requirements instead of 855. 

The Chief of Naval Education and Training did not implement 
standards on a command-wide basis, but instead reviewed the 
staffing impact on its civilian community separately from that on 
its military population. Thus, to the extent that civilians and 
military personnel perform similar functions, the actual manpower 
needed would not necessarily be accurate. Further, this command 
was allowing its activities to request manpower via the budget 
process justified by SHORSTAMPS without doing a command-wide 
comparison to determine if any excesses could be reprogrammed 
from another of its activities. 

"Total Force Manpower Authorizations, report prepared for 
Deputy-f of Naval Operations (Manpower, Personnel, and 
Training) by Tidewater Consultants, Inc. (Sept. 1982). 
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Standards are not being 
reapplied annually 

Few commands we visited were annually reapplying the 
standards before the budget cycle began. Only CZNCLANTFLT was 
doing this to some extent and using a computer to aid in the 
process. Other commands cited the following reasons for not 
reapplying any standards: 

--They did not know that reapplication of standards was 
required. 

--Few standards had been implemented. 

--They believed it to be too extensive a pencil exercise 
without computer aid. 

Commands perceive impediments 
to use of standards 

The commands we visited cited a variety of reasons for not 
using SHORSTAMPS standards. These included perceptions that 

--some standards were inaccurate; 

--automated capability was needed to relate SHOR- 
STAMPS requirements to authorizations; and 

--little incentive to use SHORSTAMPS exists because 
using standards was not an essential element of 
budget success. 

With regard to the first reason, command officials believed 
some promulgated standards to be inaccurate. Although commands 
have the opportunity to voice their concerns about the accuracy 
of standards before they are promulgated by the CNO, several 
officials believed that their concerns were sometimes disregarded 
and not incorporated into the standard since restudying a func- 
tional area would slow the progress of standards development and 
increase the likelihood of not meeting the 1987 target date for 
having 70 percent of the shore population under standards. This 
perceived inaccuracy of some of the standards made some comman- 
ders hesitant to use them. 

Second, a number of Navy officials told us that managers 
need automated capability to relate SHORSTAMPS-generated require- 
ments to authorizations. Not having this capability makes them 
hesitant to use the SHORSTAMPS system. They felt that, without 
this capability, they could not access the data bases to make 
timely, meaningful comparisons, nor could they update those data 
bases promptly as changes in authorizations and needs occurred. 
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The Navy has recognized the need to provide some automated 
capability to the commands and is developing an automated data 
processing system, 
(MANCLASS). 

the Manpower Claimant Access Support System 
MANCLASS is expected to replace many of the tedious 

tasks now done manually and to provide commands with the capabil- 
ity to enter input and receive output of manpower authorization 
and requirement data, MANCLASS is slated to begin functioning in 
the fall of 1986. 

The data bases themselves, however, may also have impeded 
the effective use of SBORSTAMPS. The data on military and 
civilian positions is contained in separate files of the Navy 
Manpower Data Accounting System (NMDAS), the major data base used 
to manage manpower. We were told that, although the military 
files were updated on an ongoing basis, the civilian files were 
required to be updated only once a year, in preparation for the 
budget. Since changes to civilian positions occurred daily, the 
civilian data base, with its single update, was current only once 
a year. Moreover, that update was performed over an extended 
time period, which further compromised its currency. Conse- 
quently, the civilian files could have introduced inaccuracies in 
the management of manpower, making any trade-off decisions based 
on a comparison of requirements to the civilian data base 
questionable. 

Third, commands believe that little incentive exists for 
using standards because SHORSTAMPS justification is not a neces- 
sary budget requisite for the authorization of manpower resour- 
ces, and it plays no significant role in justifying and funding 
manpower. Commands were disenchanted with SHORSTAMPS because, 
although much effort was expended on the program, comparison of 
authorizations to requirements served only to identify deficits 
which would not necessarily be supported in the budget process. 

Guidance for SHORSTAMPS implementation states that 
SHORSTAMPS-justified requirements still must compete with other 
manpower requirements which the standards may not support. We 
were told that the CNO was encouraging its budget planners to use 
SHORSTAMPS because the program would add credibility to its 
budget. However, CM0 officials stated that CNO guidance 
authorizes manpower according to Navy operational mission 
priorities. Because shore manpower needs are of a support 
nature, these needs will not always reach the necessary priority 
for funding. Generally, while officials believed that SHORSTAMPS 
justification adds additional credibility to manpower 
requirements, they indicated that it would not necessarily 
increase their level of priority. 



Some CNO officials expressed the view that SHORSTAMPS had 
more utility in justifying existing positions than in supporting 
additional positions and believed that SHORSTAMPS has not been 
very successful in justifying additional positions ashore. The 
Navy's dissatisfaction with the ability of SHORSTAMPS to support 
manpower growth ashore was a contributing factor in the estab- 
lishment of NAVMEP (see ch. 3). The extent of the success of 
SHORSTAMPS in justifying growth, however, is actually unknown 
because the Navy has no tracking system to identify the number of 
shore positions funded based upon SHORSTAMPS standards. 

Another application problem results from the current incom- 
patibility of SHORSTAMPS with the budget process. SHORSTAMPS 
covers functions while the budget is developed along program 
lines. The incompatibility stems from the fact that a given 
function, such as supply, is likely to apply to multiple pro- 
grams, such as sealift or air-sea rescue, and a given program 
would require the performance of numerous functions. What is 
needed is a way of aggregating and translating functional 
requirements into program requirements and vice versa. 

Monitoring and enforcement 
of SHORSTAMPS are missing 

Correction of the problems described above will not neces- 
sarily result in more use of SHORSTAMPS standards. The reason 
for this is the absence of strong monitoring and enforcement 
efforts. 

According to SHORSTAMPS and major command officials, no Navy 
office is monitoring the use of staffing standards to ensure that 
approved or promulgated standards are actually being used as 
intended. Also, enforcement is not occurring, and officials 
emphasized that no office within the CNO organization has been 
delegated the necessary authority to compel commands to use SHOR- 
STAMFS standards to reprogram resources or to determine shore 
manpower requirements. Consequently, no action has been taken 
against commands which have not implemented the applicable stan- 
dards. For example, the Chief of Naval Material is the largest 
manpower command, with about 221,000 authorizations--37 percent 
of the entire shore population. Yet, though 58 standards which 
applied to its functions have been approved by the CNO, this com- 
mand continued to manage manpower and determine requirements 
largely as it did before SHORSTAMPS. 

Lack of enforcement may contribute to lax command attitudes 
regarding the use and consequent limited implementation of stand- 
ards. For example, several major commands did not believe that 
CNO-approved SHORSTAMPS standards were required to be implemented 
or used to manage manpower and to determine requirements. Some 
officials interpreted the phrase "to the maximum extent practi- 
cable" contained in the SHORSTAMPS implementation and promul- 
gation guidance to mean that commands have the flexibility to 
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implement only those standards they desire. SHORSTAMPS manage- 
ment officials, however, told us that the phrase was not intended 
to allow such choice, but rather to emphasize that applicable 
standards were to be used to the maximum extent practicable in 
managing existing resources (reprogramming) and in justifying 
additional resources via the budgetary process. Not compelling 
commands to use SHORSTAMPS standards, however, reinforces such 
misperceptions, and the selective use and lack of enforcement has 
diluted SHORSTAMPS' reputation as the Navy's official manpower 
planning system for shore-based activities. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
AND OUR EVALUATION 

DOD generally concurred with the findings and conclusions 
concerning the SHORSTANPS program. With regard to the issue of 
standards coverage, DOD stated that, since we completed our field 
work, additional progress has been made. It reported that, as of 
September 1984, it has promulgated 117 standards reports applying 
to 229,000 (46 percent) of the shore establishment--an increase 
of 11,500 (9 percentage points). DOD generally agreed that pro- 
gress toward developing and approving standards has been hampered 
by erratic program budgeting, poor contractor products, and dif- 
ficulties in retaining trained analysts. 

DOD did not concur with the finding that its personnel in 
the manpower field were not being effectively retained in the 
manpower field. Although it did not dispute our findings with 
regard to the scarcity of second tours in the manpower field 
among the staff of the Navy Manpower and Material Analysis 
Centers (NAVMMAC), it provided several examples of cases where 
previous manpower field experience was reutilized after an 
intervening operational assignment. DOD also indicated that the 
amount of retouring in the manpower field which is possible is 
limited by the fact that many of the personnel serving in 
manpower jobs have warfare designators or primary skills which 
are in demand in the fleet. 

We believe that DOD's response to this finding reinforces 
our conclusion that the Navy could benefit from the establishment 
of a manpower career field for military personnel. Staffing the 
manpower area with personnel whose manpower designator is either 
a subspecialty or a secondary skill requires the Navy to pull 
these people out of operational units where their skills may be 
in high demand. Establishment of a manpower career field could, 
therefore, free up personnel possessing critical skills to con- 
tinue to work in their primary field. Also, it would allow 
people in the manpower area to develop greater professionalism 
through routine retouring and providing career incentives. 

DOD concurred with the need to conduct methods-improvement 
studies. It stated that the Shore Manpower Documents (SHMD) pro- 
9-m I which has succeeded SHORSTAMPS, will integrate efficiency 
reviews (methods-improvement studies) into the standards- 
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development process. These reviews will include critically scru- 
tinizing manpower and material resources and existing procedures 
and organizational structures in order to promote efficiencies 
and effectiveness and to incorporate those efficiencies into 
staffing standards so that manpower requirements are based on the 
most efficient organization achievable. 

DOD also concurred with the finding that serious data 
problems exist in the SHOROC subsystem. In response, it indica- 
ted that it plans to implement a Manpower Assessment Team, which 
will analyze all SHOROC and SHOROC-related data on a continual 
basis and initiate corrective action where necessary. The team 
will analyze parameter-definition problems and trace them to the 
source of misinterpretation, and will also study reported SHOROC 
parameter values, identifying those values that require further 
substantiation. Questionable SHOROC parameters will be referred 
to Resource Sponsors and/or Functional Sponsors for reconcilia- 
tion. The team will verify all BOC assignments for funded mili- 
tary and civilian authorizations, as well as quantify man-year 
equivalents for all other manpower resources--reserves, contrac- 
tors, temporary additional duty personnel, and transients. 

DOD also concurred with our finding that SHORSTAMPS standards 
were not being used as intended. DOD acknowledged that, in the 
past, standards had not been used to the fullest in manpower 
management and that deficiencies existed in monitoring and 
enforcing the use of the standards. Under SHMD, the Navy intends 
to implement the requisite management control mechanisms to en- 
sure execution monitoring and concomitant enforcement and to re- 
vise applicable Navy regulations to incorporate these mechanisms. 

DOD also agreed that the lack of an automated capability to 
analyze and track manpower requirements and authorizations has 
contributed to the lack of use of SHORSTAMPS standards in the 
budget process. DOD stated that the Navy has budgeted for the 
needed automated system beginning in fiscal year 1986. This 
sys tern, called the Total Force Manpower Management System 
(TFMMS), will provide the SHMD program with an automated, inte- 
grated capability to compute and analyze differences between SHMD 
standard-derived requirements and manpower resources--such as 
military/civilian authorizations, contractor, transient, tempo- 
rary additional duty, overtime, and reserve--at the activity, 
claimant, and sponsor levels. TFMMS, in conjunction with other 
Navy automated systems, will encompass all data elements for 
translating functional requirements into manpower program 
requirements required for Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 
System (PPBS) processes. 



CHAPTER 3 

WILL THE NAVY'S ALTE,RNATIVE TO SHORSTAMPS 
IMPROVE ITS SHORE: MANPOI#R MANAGEMENT? 

Diss'atisfied with the progress of SHORSTAMPS, the Navy has 
approved an alternative, the Shore Manpower Documents (SHMD) pro- 
gram. This new program is incorporated into the Navy Manpower 
Engineering Program (NAVMEP), along with the manpower-planning 
systems used for ships, squadrons, and several other manpower- 
related programs. The Navy expects SHMD to succeed where SHOR- 
STAMPS has not because SHMD is aimed at providing (1) a more 
centralized organization, (2) methods-improvement studies, and 
(3) the development of staffing standards at an accelerated 
rate. By relying on an accelerated standards-development 
strategy, the Navy plans for NAVMEP to cover all the manpower 
requirements of the entire Navy within 2 years. Upon reaching 
that goal, the program is to enter a series of authentication 
cycles, in which all requirements will be reevaluated on a 
regular basis. 

As presently constituted, NAVMEP seems likely to offer some 
benefits which the previous systems did not provide. First, con- 
solidating the management of manpower-needs determination may 
improve coordination among manpower systems. Second, faster de- 
velopment of staffing standards could further acceptance as well 
as coordination. Third, methods-improvement studies should in- 
crease the accuracy of standards and, ultimately, the efficiency 
of the Navy. 

However, several aspects of the NAVMEP plan entail problems 
which seem likely to preclude or nullify its potential benefits. 
One problem we see in the staffing-standards area is the planned 
use of questionable methodologies for the development of stan- 
dards. Another problem is the stability of the budgeted resour- 
ces devoted to manpower planning, which could preclude the per- 
formance of methods-improvement studies. 

NAVMEP ORIGINATED AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE TO SHORSTAMPS 

The origin of NAVMEP lies in the Navy's dissatisfaction with 
SHORSTAMPS. In October 1982, the CNO asked the Deputy Chief for 
Manpower, Personnel, and Training how many new authorizations had 
been obtained through the SHORSTAMPS program (which then had 
achieved 38 percent of full implementation). At that time, the 
CNO commented that, if the program had not resulted in additional 
authorizations, the Navy was wasting money on it. 

Since so few new authorizations had been obtained, the CNO, 
in March 1983, recommended to the Secretary of the Navy that 
SHORSTAMPS be terminated. The Secretary, however, citing con- 
gressional insistence upon a system for determining staffing 
needs, declined to recommend the termination until "a solid 
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alternative to SHORSTAMPS" was developed. The alternative, 
NAVMEP, was first outlined, in May 1983 in a memorandum to the 
Deputy Chief for Manpower, Personnel, and Training. 
of that year, 

By November 
the program had been developed and approved by the 

Vice Chief of Naval Operations. NAVMEP was formally approved by 
the Secretary of the Navy in December 1983. 

NAVY EXPECTS NAVHEP TO STREAMLINE 
DETERMINATION OF STAFFING NEEDS 

The consolidation of all the Navy's existing manpower- 
determination programs under NAVMEP was designed primarily to 
provide a more realistic determination of the staffing needs of 
shore-based activities. In particular, by consolidating SHOR- 
STAMPS and two shore-based methods-improvement programs into the 
SHMD program, the Navy hopes NAVMEP will maximize the use of 
method studies while reducing duplication and mutual interfer- 
ence. The Navy expects that this consolidation, coupled with 
NAVMEP's modifications of the standards-development process, will 
produce reliable manpower requirements with loo-percent coverage 
in only 2 years. 

NAVMEP incorporates existing Navy 
manpower-determlnatlon proqrams 

NAVMEP has subsumed five Navy programs for determining 
staffing needs: the SHMD Program, the successor of SHORSTAMPS; 
the present SMD and SQMD Programs (to which NAVMEP plans no 
changes); and two methods-improvement programs--Commercial Activ- 
ities (CA) and Efficiency Review (ER). The CA program is 
designed to delete unnecessary functions in shore activities, to 
organize the remaining functions more efficiently, and to identi- 
fy those functions which private industry could more economically 
perform on a contract basis. The ER program is aimed at perform- 
ing similar studies on those sectors of the shore establishment 
which are not considered candidates for conversion to contract. 

NAVMEP modifications of the 
standards-development process 
intended to accelerate coverage 

NAVMEP plans to accelerate the development of standards by 
introducing certain modifications to the process. These modifi- 
cations include 

--reducing the time allotted to the various steps of the 
standards-development process, 

--adopting authorizations which have been determined from 
existing macro-models as valid standards, and 



--accepting those authorizations currently in force as valid 
even though they were not generated or validated 'by 
manpower-determination systems. 

Moreover, to facililtznte the development process, the Navy plans 
to place its standards-development teams permanently at several 
geographic locations. 

In the interest of accelerating coverage, the Navy has 
decided to shorten the various phases of the development pro- 
cess. Where the Navy formerly spent 18 to 24 months t.o develop 
and validate a manpower standard, 
13 months. 

it now plans to spend only 8 to 

Under NAVMEP, development of staffing standards will be not 
only shorter but broader, supplementing SHMDS with the results of 
Chief of Naval Material (CNM] macro-models. These models compute 
manpower requirements based on aggregate measures of workload 
(e+, the number of overhauls planned for a shipyard). Where 
suitable, NAVMEP will adopt as valid any authorizations that 
these macro-models have already generated. 

Initially, NAVMEP will also accept authorizations known as 
"engineered estimates" or "proxy requirements." These authori- 
zations are funded positions which have not as yet been subjected 
to any manpower-determination study and which, therefore, lack 
any staffing standard or validation. Proxy requirements are to 
be assigned an early priority to receive validation/efficiency 
reviews in NAVMEP's planned authentication cycle. 

These modifications to the development process will be 
accompanied by changes in the location of development teams. 
Prior to NAVMEP, the team members were located at the Navy Man- 
power and Material Analysis Centers at either Norfolk or San 
Diego. Consequently, standards-development teams had to travel 
to naval activities around the country in order to gather data. 
Under the January 1984 NAVMEP reorganization structure, the two 
groups will be reformed into eight new teams permanently based at 
strategic geographic locations. The Navy expects this reorgani- 
zation to expedite the development of shore-based staffing stan- 
dards, promote coordination among standards users, save travel 
time and expenses , provide better use of manpower analysis center 
resources, and provide better overall program management and exe- 
cution. 

NAVMEP'S POTENTIAL IS ENDANGERED 
BY METHODOLOGICAL WEAKNESSES 
AND FUNDING INSTABILITY 

The Navy's shore-manpower determination efforts have had 
only limited success to date. The implementation of an umbrella 
progr~ I such as NAVMEP, creates the potential for significantly 



greater success in some aspects of manpower management. Consoli- 
dating the management of the various manpower efforts should 
improve the coordination and integration of the various systems, 
while redistributing the standards-development teams could save 
standards-development time and promote coordination among users. 
In addition, wider application of efficiency reviews could 
increase the efficiency of Navy operations, the accuracy of Navy 
standards, and the credibility of Navy budgets, and could earn 
the program greater credence and acceptance among manpower man- 
agers. These potential benefits may not materialize, however, 
because of NAVMEP's planned use of less rigorous standards- 
development methods and because of potential funding instability. 

Use of questionable s'tandards-development 
methods is lrkely to leopardize 
the validity of manpower standards 

The modifications which NAVMEP plans to introduce in the 
standards-development process seem likely to jeopardize accuracy 
and efficiency in order to meet the 2-year timetable. Reducing 
the time devoted to the process by one-half will make it harder 
to perform the time-consuming collection and analysis of data. 
As a result, the final product (the standard) is likely to be 
less accurate and reliable. 

Adopting macro-model authorizations and "engineered 
estimates's may also compromise the accuracy and credibility of 
NAVMEP's staffing standards. Although the scope of our present 
review did not include assessing the validity of Navy's macro- 
models, these models have been examined and questioned in past 
GAO reports. In addition to GAO's work, reports issued by the 
the Navy and the Department of Defense Inspector General over a 
decade have identified weaknesses in the workload and management 
information systems of the Navy industrial community--ship-yards, 
air rework facilities, and weapons stations. An often identified 
weakness was the lack of effective work measurement systems to 
accurately reflect manpower requirements in relation to projected 
and actual workloads. This past work brings the accuracy and 
credibility of manpower estimates derived from these models into 
question. 

Naval shipyards have been the subject of three GAO reports. 
In a March 1978 report, we noted that the Navy's workforce man- 
agement system needed (1) an effective work measurement system-- 
including work methods and labor standards--to plan for, measure, 
and control shipyard labor resources and (2) an effective manage- 
ment system for analyzing variances from labor and material stan- 
dards because the management information systems used did not 
produce reliable data for decision-making. We recently 

12Naval Shipyards-- Better Definition of Mobilization Requirements 
-Improved Peacetime Operations AK Needed (GAO/LCD-77-450, 
Ech 31, 1978). 



reexamined thes'e issues and found that these problems 
continue.13 Another GAO report in September 1978 on the Navy's 
Ship Support Improvement Project showed that the data.base used 
to develop maintenance requirements was inaccurate and 
unreliable.14 

Air rework systems were the subject of a June 1981 GAO 
report. In this report, we discussed the problems that Naval Air 
Rework Facilities had with their work measurement system and with 
the accuracy of workload data.15 

Weapons stations were the subject of a DOD Inspector General 
report. This report on Navy manpower requirements for missile 
maintenance stated that existing procedures did not result in 
timely identification and programming of manpower requirements. 
As a result, about 140 manpower spaces valued at $2.4 million 
annually were authorized for the maintenance of weapons systems 
which were no longer in the Navy's inventory. Also, wartime man- 
power requirements for wea ons stations were found to be 
overstated by 350 spaces. Ifi 

Another methodological problem under NAVMEP concerns the use 
of so-called "engineered estimates." These estimates are not 
based on any analytical work measurement techniques but exist 
basically through a manpower manager's willingness to fund them. 
In effect, use of these estimates is tantamount to accepting a 
unit's current authorizations as a valid statement of that unit's 
manpower needs. Employing these estimates as staffing standards 
could discredit the entire NAVMEP program and its products. 
Moreover, once a requirement has been recognized as valid, user 
resistance to change may, in effect, insulate that requirement 
from any downgrading during NAVMEP's planned authentication 
cycle. 

In short, NAVMEP's methodology seems likely to produce 
'standards" in less time--perhaps even within the program's goal 
of 2 years--but potentially at the expense of efficiency, accu- 
racy, and credibility. 

l3Navy Can Improve Management of Shipyard Labor Resources Through 
BetterWork Measurement Pracxces (GAO/NSIAD-84-96, April 24, 
i?mK-- 

14The Navy's Ship Support Improvement Project (GAO/LCD-78-433, 
Sept. 12, 1978). 

15Improved Work Measurement Proqram would Increase DOD Produc- 
tivity (Gm~LRD-81-20, June 8, 1981). 

16Navy Missile Maintenance Manpower Requirements (Report No. 
83-115, May 3, 1983). 



Funding st&ility ire' impols#ant 
to the potential esrllyec~m of EJAWEP 

In May 798'3, the Nevy significantly reduced the fmunding 
levels it had planned for SHQRSTAMPS development and imp&'ementa- 
tion. That reduction decreased funding levels from $#1W,9 mil- 
lion to $53.8 million for fiscal years 1984-89. ~hiei represented 
a cumulative reduction of $56.1 million over the funding levels 
planned in April 1983 for the fiscal years 1985-89. The fol- 
lowing month, the Assistant Deputy Chief of Naval Opar~tions 
(Manpower, Pers'onnel, and Training) responded in a memo~randum to 
the Director, General Planning and Programming Division, that 
such reductions were premature and that such action "creates an 
unexecutable program which effectively halts the SHORSTAMPS pro- 
gram well short of Congressional expectations." 

In its official comments on this report, DOD stated that the 
prior reductions to the manpower program have b'een reinstated and 
that the Navy has now programmed $111.3 million for the manpower 
program for fiscal years 1985-89. 

Given past experience, it is not certain that NAVMEP will 
continue to receive all the resources it needs for its first 
2-year phase or for its subsequent authentication cycles. Errat- 
ic budgeting and staffing levels have historically plagued the 
Navy's manpower program. Under SHORSTAMPS, the Navy did not pro- 
vide the resources--personnel and money--needed to carry out 
methods-improvements studies, although Navy officials acknowl- 
edged the importance of conducting such studies. Methods- 
improvement studies are also important to NAVMEP's credibility. 
Operation of the program without these resources would further 
degrade a standards-development process already jeopardized by 
questionable methods and would probably cause the program's goals 
to slip considerably. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
AND OUR EVALUATION 

DOD officials stated that they recognize that the SHMD 
program will fall short of meeting congressional expectations for 
rigor in the short term (December 1985), but that an improved 
baseline will be achieved, to which increasingly rigorous method- 
ologies will be applied concurrently and in following years. 
Standards development will integrate the efficiency review (meth- 
ods improvement) and the standards-development processes in order 
to produce manpower requirements based on the most efficient 
organization (MEO) achievable. DOD officials also stated that 
NAVMEP will correct the weaknesses that existed in SHORSTAMPS. 

Officials also indicated that DOD recognizes that reducing 
the standards-development process time by one-half and using 
macro-model techniques, among others, in the calendar year 1985 
phase of the program is a compromise between economics and 
urgency on the one hand and the ultimately required accuracy and 
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credibility of SHMD standards on the other hand. The Navy will 
not use the "engineered estimate" methodology subsequent to the 
calendar year 1985 phase. This approach is a short-term neces- 
sity in order to provide the Navy with a more comprehensive view 
of manpower needs while concurrently developing more rigorous 
staffing standards incorporating the efficiency review (methods 
improvement) process. 

In addition, officials stated that DOD shares the GAO 
concern over the accuracy and credibility of manpower estimates 
derived from macro-models. Therefore, the Navy will use 
macro-models developed by manpower claimants, such as CNM, only 
to ascertain a baseline of currently funded authorizations which 
are associated with that methodology. At the same time, Navy 
officials indicated that a credible modeling methodology will be 
necessary to move from function-oriented SHMD staffing standards 
to the program-oriented budget process. In recognition of this 
need, the Navy has implemented a new approach--the Manpower 
Estimating Model (MEM). This new approach is to be based on 
current SHMD staffing standards, ER, MEOs, SHOROC Tasking and 
workload data resident in the NMRS. This methodology will model 
manpower requirements and provide the needed crucial link to the 
PPHG process. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CGNCL~DSI~WS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In response to congressional concerns about the validity and 
rigor of its shore-based manpower needs, the Navy implemented 
SHORSTAMPS. Through this program, the Navy has been developing 
staffing standards for its shore establishment functions for 
about 10 years at a cost of over $88 million. Although the Navy 
has made progres's in managing its shore-based manpower by 
adopting work measurement concepts and methods, SHORSTAMPS has 
not met congressional expectations for rigor and credibility. 
This has been primarily due to lack of monitoring and enforcement 
at all levels and to inaccurate data. 

Our review found major problems in SHORSTAMPS. In theory, 
the program aimed at incorporating the key elements of an effec- 
tive manpower-planning system (described in app. I). In prac- 
tice, however, it did not do so. 

This review and our previous work in this area lead us to 
believe that lack of oversight by the CM0 and inadequate manage- 
ment controls at all levels are largely responsible for the in- 
effectiveness of SHORSTAMPS as a manpower-management system for 
the Navy's shore establishment. This ineffectiveness has 
prompted Navy officials to look for another solution to congres- 
sional concerns about the credibility and rigor of its shore- 
based manpower programs. 

The Navy's solution is SHMD (under NAVMEP), a collection of 
existing manpower-determination methods, some of which past stud- 
ies by GAO and others have generally disclosed to be unreliable 
and lacking in rigor. By incorporating those questionable shore- 
based manpower-determination methods under SHMD, the Navy will be 
giving official recognition to the processes which the Congress 
was expecting SHORSTAMPS would improve. Consequently, the Navy 
and the Congress still do not have assurance that annual budgets 
for the $12-billion Navy shore workforce are justified, based on 
credible work measurement techniques. However, despite their 
defects, we believe that SHMD is still better than no system at 
all and ought to be improved rather than abandoned. 

THE NAVY NEEDS TO IMPROVE ITS 
OVERSIGHT OF MANPOWER PLANNING 

Many of the problems we found can be attributed to inade- 
quate oversight of the manpower-requirements program. We found 
that the CNO has not monitored or enforced the application and 
use of SHORSTAMPS standards to justify the Navy's shore-based 
manpower, despite directives requiring compliance. The result is 
that few commands have used the standards approved by the CNO to 
manage their manpower or to justify budget requests. Further- 
more, few commands have actually applied the standards to analyze 
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or assess what the impact would be on their manpower resources. 
While a number of technical problems have contributed to the lack 
of use of manpower standards, we do not believe that just cor- 
recting those specific problems will necessarily increase the use 
of standards. 

Monitoring and enforcement 

We believe that the key reason manpower standards are not 
used is the absence of efforts to monitor and enforce the use of 
standards. We believe that the Navy should require that staffing 
standards be used to determine and manage shore manpower in 
accordance with the CNO promulgation and implementation instruc- 
tions. We therefore recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 
direct that commands be required to 

--certify that they have reprogrammed authorizations and 
resources (both military and civilian) to conform to 
requirements generated by approved SHMD standards, 

--submit SHORSTAMPS justification for any manpower in- 
creases requested in any function for which an approved 
SHMD standard exists, 

--certify that they have reapplied all applicable standards 
before each budget cycle, and 

--maintain local records to support and document the ini- 
tial application and periodic reapplications of the stan- 
dards. 

In order to ensure compliance with the CNO-directed imple- 
mentation instructions, we recommend that the Secretary of the 
Navy direct the CNO to 

--reemphasize its monitoring and enforcement program. 

NAVMEP incorporates unreliable methods and processes 

We are concerned that under NAVMEP, in the interest of 
meeting the time schedule and gaining acceptance by user com- 
mands, the Navy will give sanction to manpower-determination 
methods and processes which are unreliable and lacking in rigor 
and which, therefore, fall short of congressional expectations 
for improved manpower management. Until NAVMEP uses manpower- 
determination methods that can meet the standards of rigor of 
accepted work measurement techniques, the Navy's statement of its 
shore-based manpower requirements will continue to lack 
credibility. 

Confidence in the manpower requirements determined by NAVMEP 
will depend on the perceived rigor of the staffing standards 
used. In order to obtain as much credibility as possible, we 
recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 
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--establish a program to systematically examine for sound- 
ness/rigor all standards, methodologies, and processes to 
be used by MAVME8P to determine manpower requirements, and 

--intro8duce accepted work measurement techniques where 
feasible. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RE~COMMENDATIONS 
REGARDING TECHNICAL PROBLEMS 

Our review also found a variety of technical problems in 
both SHORSTAMBS and NAVMEP. However, as noted earlier, correct- 
ing these problems alone without provisions for monitoring and 
enforcement of the use of staffing standards is unlikely to sub- 
stantially improve the Navy's manpower management. 

Coverage by credible staffing 
standards needs to be increased 

A significant problem in the staffing standards area is the 
limited coverage that has been achieved. Standards developed 
through accepted work measurement techniques still do not exist 
for the majority of the Navy's shore workforce. In addition, the 
37 percent "coverage" claimed by the Navy is misleading since the 
standards which have been developed are generally not being 
applied. 

In our examination of the Navy's progress in implementing 
SHORSTAMPS, we identified several factors which, in our view, 
contributed to the slow rate of progress. These factors were 
erratic funding, poor contractor products, and little emphasis on 
retaining and utilizing trained manpower analysts. We therefore 
recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 

#" --provide the short- and long-term funding stability neces- 
sary for completing standards development and for review- 
ing and updating them periodically; 

--consider establishing a manpower management career field 
for military personnel, with defined standards of back- 
ground, education, training, experience, and tenure for 
positions; and during the interim, consider formalizing 
and implementing a long-range tracking system to capi- 
talize on experience of manpower-trained officers and 
enlisted personnel; and 

--consider expediting the implementation of the Civilian 
Career Program in manpower management established by the 
Vice Chief of Naval Operations in September 1981. 
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Questionable standards-development 
methodologies erholuld not be used 

Based on previous examinations of the validity of manpower 
data emanating from the use of macro-models and the lack of rigor 
inherent in the so-called "engineered estimates," we believe that 
the validity and credibility of staffing standards developed 
under NAVMEP's alternative methodologies will be highly question- 
able. 

We support the Navy’s attempt to bring as much of its shore 
establishment under the coverage of standards as possible. How- 
ever, we are concerned that, in its effort to achieve total 
coverage in only 2 years, the Navy will have to resort to short- 
cuts and the use of questionable methodologies. We therefore 
recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 

--reconsider NAVMEP's planned use of macro-models as a 
method of determining manpower requirements. 

Under its SBORSTAMPS program, the Navy recognized that not 
all shore functions can be addressed in a cost-effective manner 
using work measurement techniques. The SHORSTAMPS target was to 
develop standards for 70 percent of the shore positions. While 
we have not assessed the appropriateness of the 30 percent por- 
tion for which the Navy believed standards could not be cost- 
effectively developed, we agree that some jobs and functions are 
either unamenable to work measurement techniques or are so 
sparsely populated that developing standards would not be worth- 
while. 

We are concerned that NAVMEP's announced goal of bringing 
100 percent of the shore establishment under '*standards" might 
cause misunderstanding. In actuality, a considerable portion of 
the Navy shore establishment will remain unaddressed using 
accepted work measurement techniques. The so-called "engineered 
estimates" are actually no more than best guesses or estimates 
based primarily upon subjective judgments about the numbers and 
types of manpower needed. In order to avoid potential misunder- 
standing concerning the rigor of the processes used, we recommend 
that the Secretary of the Navy 

--direct that the terms "work measurement,""standards," or 
"engineered" not be used to refer to manpower require- 
ments criteria which have not been developed through the 
use of accepted work measurement techniques. 

Methods-improvement studies need to be performed 

We found that the standards which have been developed have 
not incorporated methods-improvement studies to determine whether 
tasks being done are actually required and whether required tasks 
are being done using the most efficient work methods. In the 
absence of such studies, any standards which are developed are 
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likely to identify staffing needs based, at least in part, on 
historical inefficiencies which exist in the way various jobs are 
performed. 

As we did in 1980, we endorse the conduct of methods- 
improvement studies. However, we are concerned that, although 
the SHORSTAMPS plan called for methods-improvement studies to 
occur when standards undergo review, these studies are still not 
being performed. Under NAVMEP, methods-improvement studies may 
again be assigned a secondary priority. We believe that the per- 
formance of methods-improvement studies is crucial to the devel- 
opment of credible manpower requirements. We therefo're recommend 
that the Secretary of the Navy 

"-consider performing methods studies prior to the develop- 
ment of standards, and 

--commit the short- and long-term funding and staff re- 
source stability necessary for ensuring the incorporation 
of methods-improvement studies into the manpower- 
requirements determination process. 

SHOROC definitions need to be clarified 

Our audit work, as well as that of the Naval Audit Service, 
found a number of problems concerning the clarity of SHORSTAMPS 
workload-parameter definitions. This problem of vague or ambigu- 
ous definitions is a likely contributor to the problem of inac- 
curate workload data and, consequently, inaccurate manpower 
requirements. We recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 

--direct that efforts be intensified to clarify SHOROC 
definitions so that they are easily understood and less 
open to misinterpretation. 

Management controls are needed 

While workload-parameter definition problems, as well as the 
lack of awareness of the importance of accurate workload data 
among those who submit the data, are likely contributors to in- 
accurate data submissions, we believe that an additional factor 
is the absence of a system of management controls to monitor and 
verify the data. We recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 

--direct that steps be taken to ensure that submitted 
parameter values are accurate by (1) monitoring and vali- 
dating data submissions, (2) requiring that formal 
record-keeping systems on parameter submissions be main- 
tained at the activity level, and (3) educating activity 
department heads on the importance of accurate submis- 
sions of parameter values. 



Impediments to the application and 
use of SHORSTAMPS need to be removed 

With regard to the application and use of SHORSTMPS, our 
review identified a number of obstacles which, while they cla not 
necessarily preclude the application and use of SHO~RSTAMPS stan- 
dards, do require users to put forth effort to overcome them. We 
believe that the obstacles of BOC code inaccuracies and data- 
processing limitations, for example, inhibit the use of standards 
by making the system more cumbersome and difficult to use. In 
addition, these impediments may provide a rationale for not using 
SHORSTAMPS standards. We therefore recommend that the Secretary 
of the Navy direct th'at steps be taken to remove these impedi- 
ments by 

--expediting action to purify the NMDAS data base so that 
meaningful comparisons between funded authorizations and 
unfunded requirements can be made, 

--continuing with the effort to ensure that BOC codes are 
accurately assigned, 

--expediting the MANCLASS efforts to provide major com- 
mands with automated access to manpower data bases, and 

--developing a method for translating functional require- 
ments into program requirements. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
AND OUR EVALUATION 

DOD generally concurred with all but one of the recommenda- 
tions in this report. DOD agreed to improve oversight of man- 
power planning and to correct the various technical problems be- 
setting SHORSTAMPS and NAVMEP. However, DOD did not concur with 
our recommendation that Navy establish a career field in manpower 
management for military personnel. 

In concurrence with our recommendations for increased moni- 
toring and enforcement of the use of standards, DOD stated that 
Navy regulations will be revised to require 

--certification of annual reapplication of standards, 

--submission of standards-driven justification of in- 
creased manpower requests, 

--certification of the reapplication of all applicable 
standards before each budget cycle, and 

--maintenance of standards application/reapplication 
records. 



In our draft report, we recommended that the CNO assign 
explicit responsibility and authority for monitoring and 
enforcing the manpower-requirements program. In response, DOD 
stated that monitoring and enforcement authority already exists 
and is vested in the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Manpower, 
Personnel and Training. Accordingly, we have changed our recom- 
mendation and now recommend that the Secretary of the Navy 
direct the CNO to ensure that its monitoring and enforcement 
program be emphasized. 

In our draft report, we also recommended that the Navy 
reexamine its reliance upon contractors for the development of 
standards and that it require the Civilian Position File to be 
more routinely updated. In response, DOD stated that the Navy 
had terminated all contractor efforts for standards development 
and has required all authorization files (officer, enlisted, and 
civilian) to be updated as authorization changes occur. 
Accordingly, we have deleted these recommendations from the 
final report. 

With regard to our recommendations that the rigor of the 
standards-development processes be reexamined, DOD indicated 
that NAVMEP consists of a variety of techniques, of which some 
are more rigorous than others. DOD believes that the short-term 
necessity of using less rigorous techniques between now and the 
end of calendar year 1985 is a valid use of those methods 
because they will be used to establish a requirements baseline. 
After December 1985, as more efficiency reviews are performed, 
this baseline will be iteratively evaluated for the express 
purpose of refining requirements and justifying them by means of 
the most rigorous techniques feasible. We are pleased to note 
that the Navy recognizes the need for rigor and intends to use 
less rigorous techniques only until better standards are 
developed. 

In commenting on the other recommendations, DOD stated that 
the Navy 

--intends to budget appropriate funding and personnel to 
support the NAVMEP program; 

--will expedite the implementation of the Civilian Career 
Program in manpower management; 

--will phase out the use of CNM's macro-models for manpower 
requirements determination out as soon after calendar 
year 1985 as applicable SHMD standards and MEMs are 
developed; 

--will not include "engineered estimates" as a valid 
methodology for determining requirements; 
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--will inca#rpcrate methods studies into the stanoards- 
development process; 

--will establish a Manpower Assessment Team to perform a 
quality-control function with regard to SHOROC subsystem 
definitions and data submissions; and 

--will purify the data systems used in manpower management, 
and that TFMMS, which is expected to be available for use 
in fiscal year 1986, will develop comparisons between 
requirements and authorizations. 

The only recommendation with which DOD did not generally 
agree concerned the establishment of a career field formilitary 
personnel in the area of manpower management. DOD stated that 
the Navy has no plans to establish a manpower and personnel 
career field for officers and enlisted personnel. Instead, the 
Navy will continue to use its Officer Subspecialty and Navy En- 
listed Classification systems to provide NAVMEP with the majority 
of its manpower management personnel. Navy officials stated that 
the Manpower, Personnel and Training Analysis (MPTA) subspecialty 
is comprised primarily of Unrestricted Line Officers. These 
officers must complete required sea tours to stay competitive for 
promotion and command within their warfare specialty. They are, 
however, frequently detailed to MPTA subspecialty billets during 
their shore tours. Furthermore, the Navy is paying considerable 
attention to retouring these skilled officers. 

We continue to believe that the Navy would benefit from the 
establishment of a separate career field for manpower managers. 
The existence of a manpower field would provide the career incen- 
tives necessary to attract and retain high quality personnel in 
the manpower area. It would also provide greater professionalism 
and increased utilization of training as personnel rotate rou- 
tinely within the manpower-management community. Finally, it 
would eliminate an additional demand which is currently being 
placed on the supply of personnel with warfare designators and 
primary skills that are in high demand in the fleet. 
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&&$RNTS @IF AN EFFECTIVE 
I'@HDC@@;$I-PLARWING SYSTRM 

An effective manpo'wer-planning system must have a number of 
specific attributes. 1 These attributes involve three key 
areas--the development of staffing standards, the measurement of 
workload, and the application and use of staffing standards. 

Staffing standards should meet the following criteria: 

--The scope of the function is clearly identified and well- 
defined down to and including the task level. 

--Staffing standards are developed for as much of the work- 
force as feasible. 

--Implementation plans reflect standards coverage by func- 
tions and include milestones for reviewing and updating 
standards. 

--Workload to be measured is clearly identified and well- 
defined. 

--Data on how long it takes to perform a given task or 
function (staff-hour data) is collected through accepted 
work measurement techniques (such as time study, work 
sampling, analysis of past performance, or operational 
audit). 

--Staffing standards are developed based on the most 
efficient me hod of performing the function under 
examination. 5 

--The standards specify the required skill/grade 
level and occupatianal specialties. Standards also 
include all personnel associated with the function 
studied. 

,-mm.-*- ,a - -3 

'A number of previous GAO studies have identified and discussed 
the attributes of effective systems: Development and Use of -- 

Standards: More DirecGn, Empha- 
(GAO,'FPCD-77-72, Oct. 18,1977); 

80-36, Jan. -28, 1980); andederal 
Renewed Emphasis (GAO/FPCD-81-4, Dec. 3 

2The analysis of a job to determine the most efficient way of 
performing it is often referred to as a "methods-improvement 
study." 
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--Work-center leve?l standards (i.e., standards developed at 
the unit level) are capable of being aggregated into 
higher level summary standards to reflect required posi- 
tions as a function of one or more programming factors 
(such as aircraft repairs on ship overhauls). 

--Procedures for developing, issuing, and updating both 
work-center and summary-level standards are clearly 
defined and dacamented. Such procedures cover the 
required quality control of the data collection and 
computations used in developing standards, and define the 
variables to b’e considered, such as length of work week, 
allowances for fatigue and delay, and training. 

--Workpapers documenting the procedures, analysis, and 
results of the original standards-development process or 
any subsequent review are maintained to aid in the pro- 
cess of periodic reassessment/revalidations. 

The measurement of workload data should meet the following 
criteria: 

--The sources of the data for applying staffing standards 
are clearly identified and defined. 

--The sources of workload data are as consistent as 
possible throughout the service. 

--The methodology for projecting future workload is clearly 
documented. 

--Workload data is reviewed and certified for accuracy 
prior to applying standards. 

--A record-keeping system for documenting actual and 
projected workload is maintained. 

The application and use of staffing standards should meet 
the following criteria: 

--Personnel budget requests are justified and supported, to 
the maximum extent possible, by the application of staff- 
ing standards. 

--Staffing standards are used in managing the organiza- 
tion’s workforce and responding to changes in force 
levels. 

--Specific responsibility and authority for monitoring and 
enforcing the use of standards is assigned. 
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--Sufficient numbers of qualified personnel are available 
to develop, reviewI apply, and update the standards and 
programming factores8. 

--The manpower standards program is organizationally 
situated at an appropriate level to allow it to epuret 
credibility and consistency in policy and impkememtation. 
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EXAM&E: DETERMINATION OF / 
j4&%POWE~R REQUIREMENTS 

FOR FEEDING S~RCRE-BASED ENLISTED PERS~~MNEL 

The Navy determines manpower requirements in sevaral steps: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

For 

It determines the workload of the unit--theamc+nnt of 
work a unit must perform in a particular periold. 

It applies work measurement techniques--metboNds of 
analyzing work data in relation to such factors as time 
or costs. 

It develops staffing standards--expressions of the time 
it takes a qualified worker to accomplish a defined 
amount of work under normal conditions. 

It applies the staffing standards to the units workload 
to determine the unit's staffing needs or workforce 
requirements-- the aggregate number and type of skills 
needed to perform an organization's work (as expressed 
in staff hours or values of workload factors/SHOROC 
parameters). 

It sets forth such requirements according to the number 
of staff hours of work to be performed in staffing 
tables. 

example, to determine the type and manpower needed for - . - - feeding shore-based enlisted personnel, Navy manpower teams would 
first determine the workload by selecting sample sites and then 
gathering data on the operation of the enlisted dining facilities 
at those sites over a certain length of time. This data would 
include information on hours of operation, serving lines, 
supplies, sanitation, records management, and supervision. 

Once the teams have gathered this data, they would apply 
work measurement techniques. That is, they would determine such 
parameters defining the work as "average meals fed per month" or 
"total serving lines operated per week." 
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Out of such maasuraments, 
standard. For instance, 

they would develop a staffing 
the standard might state how many staff 

hours are required to operate a facility serving 2,500 meals a 
month.1 

The terms would then apply staffing standards to the unit's 
workload in order to determine the staffing needs or workforce 
requirements of the unit. That is, they would determine the 
types of workers (such as cooks, bakers, cashiers, or accounts 
clerks) needed, their grades (such as GS-4, WG-5, or MS2), and 
their numbers. 

Finally, the Navy would set forth the requirements in a 
staffing table like the one shown on the following page. For 
instance, using the standard referred to above, an enlisted din- 
ing facility serving 2,500 meals a month and operating 26 serving 
lines a week would generate 3,401.26 staff hours of work monthly. 
According to the staffing table, column 3, this facility would 
need 3 MS2 or WG-8 cooks, 3 MS3 or WG-5 cooks, and 1.8 other 
employees for a total of 24 manpower requirements. 

The Navy determines manpower requirements for other 
functions covered by SEIORSTAMPS standards in a similar manner. 

'More precisely, the actual Navy standard for operating an 
enlisted dining facility is 

!I?= 0.466~1 + 86.01~8, 

where Y = the computed monthly staff-hours, xl = the average 
meals served in one month, and x8 = the total serving lines 
operated in a week. Using parameter values of 2,500 meals (xl) 
and 26 serving lines (x8), the monthly staff-hours (Y) would be 
0.466(2,500) + 86.01(26), or 3,401.26 staff-hours. 
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DESCRIPTXON OF THE 
BHQ~S~AMPS PROGRAM 

SHORSTAMPS is composed of two subsystems: a "Shore Required 
Operational Capability 
dards subsystem. 

(SHoiRCC) subsystem and a staffing stan- 
The Navy Manpower Requirements System (NMRS), a 

data processing capability, integrates the two subsystems to cal- 
culate minimum manpower requirements. The following diagram 
shows the interrelationship of the SHORSTAMPS subsystems. 

Interrelationship of 
the S~HQRSTAMPS Subsystems 

SHOROC 
Tasking Staff 
Statements 

ing 
Stand ards 

Manpower 
Requirements 

SHOROC subsystem 

The SHOROC subsystem provides the basis for the development 
of staffing standards and, ultimately, for the determination of 
the minimum quantity of personnel required to do specific jobs. 
In essence, SHOROC is a dictionary of standardized and quantified 
tasking statements which identify the kinds of tasks done and how 
much of each kind is done at individual Navy shore establish- 
ments. The subsystem is designed to project known changes in 
Navy tasking and to separate mission-essential tasks from those 
which may be deferred because of insufficient resources or other 
constraints. 

The SHOROC subsystem is divided into four hierarchical 
elements: 

--Mission areas are broad categories or major subdivisions 
of the overall shore establishment's missions, such as 
supply, aircraft maintenance, financial and medical ser- 
vices, and ship repair. 

--Functional areas are the various functions performed 
within each mission area, 
supply services 

such as providing ancillary 
, performing intermediate level maintenance 

on designated aircraft, and providing internal medicine 
services. 



--Required functional capabilities (RFC) are the s#pecifJlc 
tasks performed within functional areas--such: 8,s operating 
an enlisted dining facility, operating 'a ~'K~~I"~~~U~,~,~,~~~ 'and 
issuing recruit clothing --which are specvfii~e ~~~~~,~~,~~~~~~ .&,;, 
required functional capabilities) within the'~~@&WtWnal' 
area of providing ancillary supply services,, " 

--Parameter values are quantifications of how mueb of each 
required functional capability is done in terms of the 
the quantity, frequency, and duration of work performed-- 
such as average rations fed per month and total serving 
lines operated per week --which quantify the workload 
associated with operating an enlisted dining facility. 

An example of the SHOROC elements associated with operating 
a Navy enlisted dining facility are shown below: 

SHOROC Subsystem Elements 

Element 

Mission area 

Designator Description 

SUP Provide supply manage- 
ment and administrative 
control; procure, 
receive, account for, 
store, issue, and con- 
trol material; and per- 
form ancillary services. 

Functional area SUP04 Provide ancillary supply 
services. 

Required functional SUPO4.012 Operate an enlisted 
capability dining facility. 

Parameters Serve an average of 
9,100 rations monthly 
using a total of 21 
serving lines perweek. 

The magnitude of the SHOROC subsystem is immense. As of 
January 1984, the subsystem included 26 shore establishment mis- 
sion areas, 302 functional areas, and 6,068 required functional 
capabilities with from 1 to 6 parameters per RFC. 

The SHOROC subsystem is dynamic, and periodic changes to it 
are required on a continuing basis to adjust for changes in task- 
ing, workload variations, erroneous input, and the subsystem 
processes for standards development. 
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Staffing standards subsystem 

The staffing standards subsystem uses SHOROC tasking infor- 
mation to develop mathematical equations or algorithms that 
translate workload data into expressions of quantitative and 
qualitative manpower requirements. Teams from the Navy Manpower 
and Material Analysis Centers in Norfolk and San Diego develop 
standards for particular SHOROC functions. 

In developing staffing standards, individual standard equa- 
tions are produced for tasks that are reasonably the same. The 
tasks are normally grouped together into what is called a "work 
center,'" and an equation is developed for each work center. The 
work center is a grouping of workers who use similar machines, 
processes, methods, and operations and who perform homogeneous 
work, usually located in a centralized area. A work center norm- 
ally equates to a required functional capability in the SHOROC 
subsystem, but it may also equate to a combination of such capa- 
bilities within a functional area or to a total functional area. 
Standard equations covering closely related work centers may be 
grouped together and published as one staffing standards' report. 

In developing a standard, workload factors may appear that 
are unique to certain locations and that have a significant 
impact on the staffing requirement. In these cases, "additive" 
standards are developed to handle the special requirements and to 
identify major differences, such as special requirements because 
of location, climate, or tenant-support demands. The differences 
must be significant enough to make it impractical to use a single 
standard for all work centers, 

The standards-development subsystem recognizes that develop- 
ing a staffing standard is not a one-time effort. The estimated 
useful life of a staffing standard is from 2 to 5 years. Once a 
specific standard has been developed, it must be updated to main- 
tain currency on the way tasks and functions are being performed. 
For this reason, standards-development policy includes provision 
for frequent updating of existing standards. 

The technical aspects associated with the development and 
implementation of staffing standards are complex and time- 
consuming. According to manpower analysis center officials, this 
process generally takes from 30 to 36 months. 

The development of staffing standards has three phases: 
preliminary, measurement, and computation. During the prelimi- 
nary phase, the staffing standards development team acquires as 
much knowledge as possible about the area to be studied, develops 
a study plan, and prepares for the measurement phase. Signifi- 
cant steps in the preliminary phase are 

--establishment of liaison with program managers, major man- 
power users, and technical experts; 
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--orientation of work center personnel and operating 
officials; 

--identification of work centers: 

--development of work center descriptions; 

--identification of work units and potential workload 
factors; 

--selection of appropriate work measurement methods; 

--selection of measurement locations; 

--installation of a work-count system; and 

--identification of potential management-improvement recom- 
mendations; 

Once developed, the measurement plan is sent to those major 
commands expected to use the standard for their review and com- 
ment. The plan is concurrently field-tested ordinarily at no 
more than three shore activities and is revised as necessary. 

The measurement phase consists of on-site visits to a 
statistical sample of shore activities to collect workload and 
manpower data according to the measurement plan, One or more 
work measurement techniques generally will be used: work sam- 
pling, time study, operational audit, predetermined time stand- 
ards, and queuing (waiting line) theory. Through the use of 
these and other techniques, workload is measured in terms of 
staff hours. This information is then used in the computation 
phase to develop the standards equation. 

During computation, the staffing standards team examines and 
analyzes the results of the measurement plan. All suspected 
variables for the function studies are put through a series of 
statistical tests to determine whether they do, in fact, have an 
impact on manpower requirements. Again, using statistical tech- 
niques, the staffing standard equation is developed. Staffing 
tables are then constructed showing the breakpoints for each 
incremental increase in manpower (see app. II for an example). 
These tables display quantity and quality of each manpower space 
and identify it as military only, civilian only, or either mili- 
tary or civilian. 

Following computation, NMRS provides the automatic data 
processing to merge the staffing standards with the SHOROC task- 
ing to calculate manpower requirements. This is called the 
application phase of staffing standards processing. 
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At the beginning of the application phase, NMRS produces a 
manpower requirements worksheet for each activity affected by the 
standards. NMRS applies the SHOROC information for each activity 
to the staffing standard equation and calculates a total staff- 
hour figure for each required functional capability. The total 
staff-hour figure is supplemented or adjusted for unique require- 
ments associated with a particular activity and is then used to 
generate the correct number of positions. This information is 
listed on the manpower-requirements worksheet. Summary manpower- 
requirement worksheets are produced for each major command. 
Ultimately, the staffing standards report, activity worksheets, 
and summary worksheets are sent to the user commands for review 
and comment. The user commands indicate on the worksheets 
whether they wish to fill the positions with military or civilian 
personnel or to handle the work through contract. 

During application, changes to the SHOROC dictionary may be 
necessary as a result of the work performed by the staffing stan- 
dards development teams. In addition, the equations for the 
standards may be changed as a result of the user command's 
reviews. 

When all necessary changes have been made, the final 
manpower-requirements document (shore manpower document) is 
produced. This document shows each affected activity's manpower 
requirements for each required functional capability covered by 
developed standards, and the number of authorized spaces to be 
covered by approved staffing standards. 

A staffing standard is considered complete and ready for 
implementation when the application process is finished and when 
the CNO has approved the standard for use. "Implementation" 
means that commands using the manpower requirements as calculated 
by the standard must make a conscious decision to change or not 
to change activity manpower authorizations. Changes in these 
manpower authorizations can take place, in the short run, through 
reprogramming existing authorizations or, in the long run, 
through future budget requests for additional authorizations. 
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE THE NAVY'S SHORE 
REPORT TO THE SECRETARY REQUIREMBNTS, STANDARDS, 
OF DEFENSE AND MANPQ'FnJER PLARNIMG 

SYSTEIM (SHORSTAMPS)--DOES 
THE NAVY REALLY WAMT IT3 

DIGEST es---- 

Congressional committees have criticized the 
Navy for its lack of an acceptable manpower 
planning program for shore establishments 
which us8e over half the Navy's personnel. The 
Navy recognizred the need and in 1972 began 
work on a new system called SHORSTAMBS (Shore 
Requirements, Standards, and Manpower Planning 
System). 

SHORSTAMPS is a functional and comprehensive 
system for determining shore establishments' 
manpower needs. It incorporates proven indus- 
trial engineering and statistical work 
measurement techniques. Although simple in 
concept, it is technical and complex in execu- 
tion. Hut does the Navy really want it? Lack 
of commitment to the program indicates that it 
may not. 

The Navy does not anticipate having staffing 
standards for most of its shore establishment 
positions until 1987, and even this target 
date is contingent on a significant increase 
in resources. If the additional resources are 
not provided, it is unlikely that SHORSTAMPS 
standards development and implementation will 
be completed before 1992. 

In May 1979 the House Armed Services Committee 
directed the Navy to present a plan by September 
30, 1979, which would substantially comply with 
its earlier commitments. On October 22, 1979, 
the Navy reported on SHORSTAMPS and said that im- 
portant corrective actions had been completed and 
other critical improvements were underway. 

SHORSTAMPS' slow progress is indicative pri- 
marily of one basic problem--lack of top Navy 
management commitment. This lack of commit- 
ment is most apparent by the Navy's failure to 
develop and approve a comprehensive plan for 
administering and integrating SHORSTAMPS into 
Navy practice. Moreover, continuity of effort 
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and program accountability are burdened by 
obstructions to manpower and personnel manager 
profes'sioaalfti8m @a~%sd by Navy's military 
personnel rotation pra'ctices and deficiencies in 
its civilian career management program. 
Consequently, SHORSTAMPS has been beset by 
critical problems that have hindered its 
development and implementation: 

-- Inadequate program accountability and 
decisionmaking stability. 

-- Insufficient funds and people. 

-- High turnover of trained and experienced 
personnel. 

-- Major problems in the shore-required 
operational capability subsystem. 

-- Inadequate training and assistance for users. 

-- Lack of tested and approved implementation 
procedures. 

The key to SHORSTAMPS' implementation is the 
development and approval of a comprehensive plan. 
Such a plan should aid Navy headquarters and the 
Congress in (1) defining clearly SHORSTAMPS' 
short-term and long-term goals and the resources 
needed to achieve them, (2) identifying the magni- 
tude and priorities of program activities, (3) 
measuring the program*s progress, (4) identifying 
problem areas early and taking appropriate actions 
to resolve them, (5) establishing accountability 
at all levels of management, and (6) evaluating 
the program's effectiveness. 

Navy headquarters also needs to establish more 
effective controls, including systematic informa- 
tion feedback on program goals and achievements, 
to assure that standards are uniformly applied 
throughout shore establishments, consistent with 
Navy policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In view of the Navy's past performance on the 
SHORSTAMPS program, the Secretary of Defense, 
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with thme! 6Mmmtbtnry of the Navy's assist,ancel 
should ccmp,bsts! the development, approval8 am#' 
exeeutlcm 'of a comprehensive plan that 
includesr 

-- Clearly defined short-term and long-term 
objectives and responsibilities and 
realistic estimates of the resources 
neceesrsriairy to achieve them. 

-- Identification of the magnitude and priori- 
ties' of program activities, including the 
standards reports to be developed and 
imglan~W~d land approved procedures to be! 
used in (1) maintaining valid data on 
shore-required operational capability data, 
(2) develoiping and implementing the 
standards, and (3) establishing accountabi- 
lity at all levels of management. 

-- Provisions for realistically measuring 
prQgraea progress; recruiting, training, and 
retaining SHORSTAMPS personnel; and assess- 
ing prdqram effectiveness. 

To retain SRORSTAMPS institutional expertise 
and to establish and facilitate accountability 
for implementing staffing standards, the 
Secretary of Defense should require the Navy 
to: 

-- 

-- 

Establish both manpower and personnel 
management career fields for military per- 
sonnel, with defined standards of 
background, education, training, experi- 
ence , and tenure for positions, and 
establish viable and complete career 
management systems for civilians in both 
the manpower and personnel functions. 

Consolidate all manpower management func- 
tions and responsibilities for military and 
civilian personnel Navy-wide and assign one 
office the authority to redistribute 
resources to reflect staffing standards 
requirements. 

Develop and use a control system which 
defines the responsibilities of head- 
quarters officials and commanders at local 
shore establishments and provides for a 
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common data base# through information feed- 
back o’n pro~gram goals and achievements, 
that can be wised to meet the manpower and 
budgeting nee~ds of managers at all levels. 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 , 

11 DEC I984 

Mr. Prank C. Conahan 
Director 
National Security and 

International Affairs 
Division 

United Skates General 
Accounting Office 

Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Conahan: 

This is the Department of Defense (DOD) response to your 
draft report on "Navy Manpower Management: Continuing Problems 
Impair the Credibility of Shore Establishment Requirements" (GAO 
assigned code 967094) (OSD Case No. 6604). 

The report will be of benefit to the Navy as it continues 
implementation of its Navy Manpower Engineering Program (NAVMEP) 
and the Shore Manning Documents portion (formerly SHORSTAMPS) of 
that program. The implementation of NAVMEP is complex, but will 
significantly enhance the Navy's managment of its shore 
establishment manpower program. Your review was conducted in the 
early stages of development of NAVMEP, and, as can be seen in the 
attached specific responses, many of your concerns have already 
been addressed by the Navy. 

Sincerely, 

Wlanpoww, LmtaHatians &Logistics) 

Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT OF DIVERSE COMMR1TS 
cm 

GAQ DRAFT REPORT- DATRD SEPTEMRER 7, 1984 
(GAQ CQ’l.3~ WI. 967094) - OSD CAS’E 10. 6604 

ON 
@‘NAVY MAMPMR MABIAGRMERT : CQl4TINUZNG pRGRLEMS# IWAIR 
THE CREDIBILITT GP MXYRE ESTARLISHMRWT REQIJIREMEMTS” 

* * * * * 

FINDINGS 

0 FINDIMG A: Wmknarssevs Continue To Exist In The SRQRSTAMPS 
Procram. The Shore Requirements, Standards, and Manp’ower 
Planning System (SHORSTAMPS) program has been under 
developmnent foK about 10 years, with over $88 millicm’ having 
been funded for the program through fiscal year 1984,. 
however, GAO found that most of the problems identified in a 
1980 report (see Appendix[IVf summary of GAO’s findings, 
conclus ions, and recommendations) continue to exist. GAO 
further found that because of its dissatisfaction with 
SHORSTAMPS, in DeCembeK 1983 the Navy approved an alte*rnative 
program, the Navy Manpower Engineering Program (NAV’MRP). GAO 
concluded that although the Navy has made progress in ,. 
managing its shore based manpower by adopting work 
measurement concepts and methods, SHORSTAMPS and MA-P fall 
short of meeting congressional expectations for rigor? and 
Credibility, due to continuing pKOblemS. GAO further 
concluded that despite their defects, SHORSTAMPS and NAVKRP 
aKe still better than no system at all and should be fixed I) 
KatheK than scrapped. [pp.v:, 61 

DOD RESPONSE: Partially Concur. It must be reCOgni2e.d that 
SHORSTAMPS (now the Shore Manpower Document (SHMD) Ptogram) 
and the Navy Manpower Engi.neeKinCJ Program (NAVMRP) are not 
synonyrical programs. NAVMEP is an umbrella program that 
includes the Ship Manpower Document (SMD) Program, Squadron 
WanpOWer Document (SQMD) PKOgKam. Commercial Activities (CA) 
PKOgKam, SHMD and other manpower requirements determination 
methodologies, such as Navy Manpower Mobilization System 
(NAMMOS), Hardware/Manpower Integration (HARDMAN), etc. 
Responses concerning this report will be in the context of 
the SHMD PKOgKalU. 

Navy recognizes that the SHMD Program will fall ShOKt of 
meeting congressional expectations for rigor in the short 
term (December 1985), but an improved baseline will be 
achieved to which increasingly rigorous methodologies will be 
applied concurrently and in following years. Standards 
development will integrate the efficiency review (methods 
improvement) and standards development processes to: 
critically scrutinize manpower and material resources and 
GAO note: Page references have been changed to correspond with those 

of the report. 
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existing pKOCedUKeS and OKganiZatiOnal StKUCtUKeS: pKCW$te 
efficiencies and effectiveness; and, incorporate aff~bisrrcies 
into staffing standards. The end result is to produce 
manpower Kequirements based on the most efficient 
organization achievable. NAVMEP will correct the weaknesses 
that existed in SWORSTAMPS. Specific cortective actions are 
discussed in the responses which follow. 

0 FINDING B: Maioritv of Naw’s ShOKe Manoower Is Not Covered 
BY Staffing Standards. GAO found that, although some 
progress toward developing and approving standards for work 
done in the shore establishment has been made since its 1980 
review, the majority of Navy shore based manpower was still 
not coveted by SHORSTAMPS staffing standards as of December 
1983. GAO further found that approximately 600,000 military 
and civilian personnel are assigned to Navy’s shore 
establishments, however, the Navy had developed and 
promulgated 95 standards reports applying to only about 
217,500 OK 37 percent of the shore establishment workforce. 
GAO concluded that the slow progress being made has prolonged 
the Navy’s lack of capability to effectively manage its 
available shore resoufces and credibly justify its staffing 
needs as directed by the Congress. The GAO further concluded 
that the 37 percent Qccoveragel’ claimed by the Navy is 
misleading since the standards which have been developed are 
generally not being applied. [pp. 8, 371 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. Although progress toward developing 
and approving standards has been hampered by erratic program 
budgeting, poor contractor products, and difficulties in 
retaining trained analysts; progress is being made. 
Currently, Navy has promulgated 117 standards covering 
229,000 spaces ashore, or 46 percent of the workforce. 
Sixty-three additional standards have been developed and are 
now being assessed for applicability. These standards cover 
an additional 55,000 spaces, a 10 percent increase. As 
directed by OPNAVINST 5310.22 the implementation of NAVMEP 
studies for echelon 1 and 2 activities will be reviewed by 
the Naval Inspector General (OP-008) as an integral part of a 
scheduled command inspection. Review of echelon 3 and below 
activities will be conducted by cognizant echelon 2 Inspector 
General offices in a similar manner. New SHMD implementation 
policy will be included in a pending revision to OPNAVINST 
5310.16 which will ensure developed and approved standards 
are applied and used. 

0 FINDING C: Erratic SHORSTAMPS Proqram Budcretincr Mav Have 
Contributed To Delayed Progress. The GAO found that erratic 
SHORSTAMPS program budgeting continues to exist--see table p. 
14, GAO Draft Report. GAO further found that one side effect 
of fluctuations in funding was increased reliance upon 
contractors as contract efforts are more easily expanded and 
contracted than civilian and military personnel levels. GAO 
also found that funding cuts can have serious effects on 
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standards development as contractor start-ups and phase-outs 
cause lost effort and reduce capability. GAO conclluded that 
with funding stability, mo’re realistic goals and objectives 
can be set, attainment o’f goals and objectives is mare likely 
to occur, performance can be more realistically measured, and 
greater confidence can b’e placed on identified causes o’f 
variances from desired 8performance, thereby, providing 
managers a more appropriate basis for taking corrective 
actions. [PP. 8-9, 3711 

DOD RESPQWE : Co’ncur . Navy recognizes that erratic 
budgeting impacts o’n production schedules based upon Level of 
Effort (LOE) performance and that funding stability will 
enhance program management and production. 

0 FINDING D: wlanv Contractor PKOdUCtS Are Poor And lInusable. 
During fiscal? years 1979-82, the Navy expended on the 
SHORSTAMPS Program over $4.5 million for 43 contractor 
products, however, GAO found that 7 (16 percent) were 
considered usable, 20 (47 percent) partially usable, and 16 
(37 percent) --costing $2.5 million--unusable. GAO further 
found that problems associated with using contractors for the 
development of staffing standards was not new, and in a 1979 
report to the House Committee on Armed Services, the Navy 
pointed out that. using contractor personnel was excessively 
costly and had not produced desired results. The GAO 
concluded (by implication) that contracting did not offer the 
continuity and expertise provided by an in-house work force 
of military and civilian management engineers. [p. 101 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. All contractor effort associated with 
staffing standard development has been terminated. 

0 FINDING E: Little Emphasis On Manauincr And Retaininq 
SHORSTAHPS Trained Analysts Is Costly And May Hamper 
Development. GAO found during the current review that the 
Navy has not implemented the recommendation made in 1980 
which required the Navy to establish manpower and personnel 
management career fields and has done little to emphasize 
management and retention of SHORSTAMPS trained analysts. GAO 
further found that (1) with respect to civilians, the Navy 
implemented a Civilian Career Program in December 1982, 
however, as of February 1984, the Navy has not approved 
resources for the development center, and (2) for military 
personnel the Navy decided to use its Officer Subspecialty 
and Navy Enlisted Classification systems to provide 
SHORSTAWS with the majority of its standards development and 
manpower management personnel, rather than establishing a 
career field. The GAO further found the Navy has not 
established a system to manage its enlisted manpower 
classif ications, and although the Navy makes a considerable 
investment in training analysts to develop SHORSTAMPS 
standards it has not taken steps to protect and capitalize on 
its investment--i.e., the Navy continues to invest heavily in 
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training military pefSOnne1 who KOUtiaely tKa3lsf&& h118” 
still not established a formal system to ~nage,~;lM.s 
expertise. GAO concluded that while the, Navy beilieves its 
approach accomplishes its objectives, the svi’dence ,hndhcrated 
that the Navy was not actively managing the “Gf$,iqeK~~,MsnpoweK 
Subspecialty to capitalize on second tours and b&s not 
developed any formal guidance requiring such managemen~t to 
OCCUK. [pp. 10-12, 371 

DOD RESPONSE,: Partially Concur. Navy has no plans to 
establish a manpower and personnel career field for officers 
and enlisted personnel. Navy will continue to use its 
Officer Subspecialty and Navy Enlisted Classification systems 
to provide NAWEP with the majority of its manpower 
management personnel rather than establishing a SepaKate 
manpower management career field. The Manpower, Personnel 
and Training Analysis (MPTA) Subspecialty defines standards 
of education and experience for both officer personnel and 
billet requirements. 

The MPTA subspecialty is comprised primarily of Unrestricted 
Line Officers. These officers must complete required sea 
tours to stay competitive for promotion and command within 
their warfare specialty. They are, hOWeVeS, frequently 
detailed to MPTA subspecialty billets during their ShOKe 
tours and considerable attention,is being paid to retouring 
these skilled officers. The Navy has billets specifically 
coded for these subspecialists which are filled as inventory 
permits in accordance with NMPC-4 INST 5400.16. 

In regard to GAO’s recommendation on civilian manpower 
specialists, the Navy is in the process of establishing a 
viable career field in Manpower Management for civilian 
employees. SECNAVINST 12400, establishing DON Manpower 
Management Civilian Career Program, is now in final review 
with expected promulgation in January 1985; Manpower 
Management Career Field Identifier (CFI) codes have been 
developed which identify approximately 4,000 civilians 
performing manpower functions; Knowledge. Skills, and 
Ability (KSA) criteria have been developed for the Management 
Analyst and Industrial Engineer civilian occupational series. 

0 FINDING F: Lack Of Method Studies In The Standards 
Develonment Process Mav Perpetuate Inefficiencies. GAO found 
that method studies continue to be missing from the Navy’s 
SHORSTAMPS staffing standards development process, although 
as KepOKted by the GAO in 1980, the Navy has recognized the 
importance of incorporating method studies into the standards 
development process. GAO further found that although many 
standards were either being reviewed for currency OK 
scheduled for review, method studies were still not being 
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performed. GAO concluded that in the absence of such method 
improvement studies, any standards which are developed are 
likely to identify staffing needs based, at Least in part, on 
historical inefficiencies which exist in the way various jobs 
are petformed. GAO further concluded that it is concerned 
that although the SHORSTAMPS plan called for methods 
improvement studies to occur when standards underwent review, 
these studies are still not being performed. [pp. 12-13, 38-391 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. (See discussion in DOD Response to 
Finding A.) 

0 FINDING G: SHOROC Subsystem Data Is Inaccurate. GAO found 
that although the Navy has rectified some of the Shore 
Required Operational Capability (SHOROC) subsystem problems, 
problems still exist, i.e. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Controls Lackinq To Ensure The Accuracy Of Workload 
Projections-- none of the major manpower commands 
visited were ensuring that the SHOROC parameter values 
(workload projections) submitted by activities were 
accurate; activity department managers, who are called 
upon to report SHOROC values, generally were not very 
knowledgeable about SHORSTAMPS or the importance of 
submitting accurate SHOROC values. 

Unclear Parameter Definitions Way Lead To Inaccurate 
Data Renortinq-- the SHORGC subsystem still does not 
always provide clear definitions of parameter values 
and ambiguous definitions continue to contribute to 
inaccurate data reporting. 

Billet Occupation Classification (BOC) Codes Need To 
Be Accurate --many Navy shore authorizations do not 
have accurate BOC codes assigned to them and problems 
associated with BOC codes hamper effective and 
accurate SHORSTAMPS standards. 

GAO concluded that the problem of vague or ambiguous 
definitions was a likely contributor to the problem of 
inaccurate workload data and consequently inaccurate manpower 
requirements. GAO further concluded that the efforts should 
be intensified to clarify SHOROC definitions. [pp. 13-18, 391 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. Navy is implementing a Navy Manpower 
Engineering Center Manpower Assessment Team which will 
analyze all SHOROC and SHOROC-related data and initiate 
corrective action where necessary on a continual basis. The 
team will analyze parameter definition problems and trace 
them to the source of misinterpretation and will also study 
reported SHOROC parameter values, identifying those values 
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that require further substantiation. Questionable SEIGRGC 
parameters will be referred to Reso8urce Sponsors andto% 
Functional Sponsors for reconciliation. The team will1 verify 
all RGC assignments for funded military and civilian 
authorizations as well as quantify man-year equivalent5 for 
all other manpower resources (re5erves. contractor&. 
temporary additiom~ll duty (TAD), and transients). 

0 FINDING H: &nnrovlsSd Standards Not Used As Intendad. GAO 
found that by October 1982, 72 SHORSTANPS standards reports 
covering 200.0~00 shore authorizations were approved for use, 
however, these st;aindards have been used only minimally to 
manage manpower amd determine staffing requirements (see 
table p. 20 GAO Draft Report). In addition, GAO found that 
even when the standards wese used, they were not always used 
in accordance with CNQ instructions. For example, civilian 
authorizations were not being reprogrammed, all available 
alternatives were not being considered, and annual 
reapplication of standards was not occurring. GAO concluded 
that the key factor for the lack of use of manpower standards 
is the abarence of efforts to monitor and enforce the use of 
standards. GAO further concluded that the Navy should 
require that staffing standards be used to determine and 
manage shore manpower in accordance with the CNO promulgation 
and implementation instructions. [pp. 18-23, 361 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. Navy recognizes that, in the past, 
standards have not been used to the fullest in manpower 
management and that deficiencies have existed in monitoring 
and enforcing the use of the standards. Under SHMD, Navy 
intends to implement the requisite management control 
mechanisms to ensure execution monitoring and concomitant 
enforcement. OPNAVINST 5310.16 will be revised to 
incorporate these mechanisms. (See DOD Response to Finding 
B-1 

0 FINDING I : Perceived Impediments To Use Of Standards. GAO 
found that commands visited cited a variety of reasons for 
not using SHOBSTAMPS standards. Reasons c-ited included: (1) 
some standards were not accurate, (2) automated capability 
was needed to aid managers in relating SHORSTAMPS generated 
requirements to authorizations, and (3) little incentive 
exists for using SHORSTAMPS because using standards was not 
an essential element of budget success. GAO concluded that 
there are a number of problems which do not necessarily 
preclude the application and use of SHORSTAMPS standards, 
however , they do require users to put forth effort to 
overcome the problems. GAO further concluded that the 
obstacles of BOC code inaccuracies and data processing 
limitations inhibit the use of standards by making the system 
more cumbersome and difficult to use and these impediments 
may provide a rationale for not using SHORSTAMPS standards. 
[pp. 23-25, 401 
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DOD RESPONSE: Concur. -Navy has budgeted for the Total Force 
Wanpower Management System (TFMMS) commcllncing in FY86. TEW'iS 
will provide the SHMD program with an automated, integrated 
capability to compute and analyze differences between SHMD 
standard-detived requirements and manpower EesouLces 
(military/civilian authorizations, conttactor, transient, 
TAD, overtime. teq,erve, eke) at the activity, claimant and 
sponsor levels.. TI?W&S. in conjunction with the Navy 
Headquarters Ptogramming System (NHPS) and Navy Headquarters 
Budgeting System (NHBS) and through the communication network 
MANCLASS to claimants and sponsors. will encompass .a11 data 
elements for translating functional requirements into 
manpower program requirements required for PpBS processes. 

0 FINDING J: No Wonitorinu and Enforcement Of SHORSTAMPS. GAO 
found that the correction of the problems identified will not 
necessarily result in more use of SHORSTAWPS because of the 
absence of monitoring and enforcement efforts. GAO further 
found that the lack of enforcement may contribute to lax 
command attitudes regarding standards' use and consequent 
limited implementation. GAO concluded that the lack of 
action to compel commands to use SHORSTAMPS standards 
reinforces such perceptions and the selective use of and lack 
of enforcement has diluted SHORSTAMPS' reputation as the 
Navy's official manpower planning system for shore based 
activities. [pp. 25-26, 35-361 

DOD RESPONSE: Concur. Navy will monitor and enforce the 
results*of SHMD implementation processes. (See DOD Response 
to Findings B, G and H.) 

0 FINDING K: The Naw's Alternative To SHORSTAMPS Mav Not 
Improve Shore Manpower Manauement Due to Technical Problems 
Which Remain In the SHORSTAMPS Proqram. GAO found that the 
Navy approved, in December 1983. an alternative program 
called NAVMEP, which is aimed at providing a more centralized 
organization. methods improvement studies and the development 
of staffing standards at an accelerated rate. GAO further 
found that as presently constituted, NAVMEP seems to offer 
some benefits which current systems do not provide, such as 
consolidating the management of manpower needs determination, 
which may improve coordination among manpower systems, faster 
development of staffing standards. which could further 
acceptance as well as coordination and methods improvement 
studies, which should increase the accuracy of standards, and 
the efficiency of the Navy. GAO concluded, however, that 
many aspects of the NAVMEP plan entail problems which seem 
likely to nullify its potential benefits. These problems 
include (1) in the area of staffing standards, the planned 
use of questionable standards development methodologies and a 
reduction in resources devoted to manpower planning, which 
could preclude the performance of methods improvement 
studies, (2) in regard to workload data, NAVMEP is 
incotporating SHORSTAKPS without any plans for correcting the 
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pKObleP~'thi%t exist in that Program. and (3) in thet area Of 
application and use of staffing standards, WMMMp makes no ,,“S,N se’, ,s ,;,,m”sy’, ,I, ‘$,,I r 
prov&sions for monitoring and enforcingthe ~Si,i~‘:“~,(hyl,~,!~~~“~, 

n 
’ 

standards. ‘[p. iv, 28-321 !’ i,’ 
I,, “, 

,,,I ,,, i, !’ 

t PtirtiSl1y concur. 
C&gu *ai* mhpower Engi, 

- It encompasses the Commercial Activities ‘(:CA) and 
Efficiency Review (ER) Programs. 

- It uses a variety of accepted industrial engineering 
methodologies to match requirements to worklaad. 

- It is an iterative process that will achieve’efficiency 
and increasing rigor over time. 

The Department concurs that NAVWRP offers benefits which 
current systems do not provide, such as consolidating the 
management of manpower needs determination, improved 
coordination among manpower systems, faster staffing 
standards development, improved management attention to and 
acceptance of staffing standards. The end result will 
produce manpower requirements based on the most efficient 
organization achievable. Whichever method will produce the 
most rigorous requirement for a particular function will be 
the one chosen to determine that requirement. (See DOD 
Response to Findings A, C, G, H, I and M and DOD position on 
Recammendation 6.) 

0 FIWDIWG L: Questionable Standards Development Methods Could 
Jeonardize The Validity Of NAVWEP’s Manpower Standards. GAO 
found that the modifications which WAVWEP plans to use in the 
standards development process could jeopardize the accuracy 
and efficiency in meeting its 2-year timetable. GAO states 
that reducing the time of the standards development process 
by one-half will make it difficult to execute the 
time-consuming collection and analysis of data and also 
adopting macro-model aUthOKiZatiOnS and ‘@engineered 
estimates84 may compromise the accuracy and credibility of 
NAVWEP’s staffing standards. GAO further states that while 
the scope of its review did not include assessing the 
validity of the Navyks macro-models, the models have been 
examined and questioned in the past by the GAO, the 
Department of Defense Inspector General, and the Navy audit 
reports, which often identified the lack of effective work 
measurement systems to accurately reflect manpower 
requirements. In addition, GAO found that the use of 
“engineered estimates" are not based on any analytical work 
measurement techniques and employing these estimates as 
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staffing standards could discredit the NAVR4EP program and its 
products. GAO eo~ncluded that the NAWEP’s rmetbdology seemed 
likely to produce standards in less time--and within the 
pcogramls goal of 2 years-- but potentially at the expense of 
efficiency, a~euracy, credibility, and the ultimate purpose 
of the program, [pp. iv, 30-32, and 36-371 

DOD RESPON$E: Partially Concur. Navy recognizes that 
reducing the stand&rBls development process time by one-half 
and using macro-m&&1 te’chnfques, among others. in the CY85 
phase of the program is a compromise between econolfics and 
urgency on the one’hand and the ultimately required accuracy 
and credibility of SUP&ID standards on the other hand. The 
Navy will not use the “engineered estimate’b methodology 
subsequent to the CY85 phase, nor thereafter. A% previously 
stated in our response to Pinding A, this approach is a 
short-term necessity in order to provide the Wavy with a more 
comprehensive view of manpower needs while concurrently 
developing more rligorons staffing standards incorporating the 
efficiency review (methods improvement) process. 

In recognition of the need for a more credible approach to 
macro-modeling. Navy has adopted a new approach to the 
development of Manpower Estimating Models (MEW). This new 
approach is a top-down methodology which is based in part on 
validated staffing standards and SHOROC data resident in the 
Navy Manpower Requirements System (NMRS) data base. Thus, 
this methodology moldels manpower requirements rather than 
authorizations. Although these MEMs ace not as precise as 
staffing standards, they are good predictors of manpower and 
their use will permit the rapid determination of outyear 
manpower requirements using programmable variables. This 
emerging capability is described in NAVMEXINST 5320.14 
(Draft), Manual of Navy Manpower Engineering Program (NAVM’RP), 
Volume VI. The draft will be promulgated by July 1985. 

0 FINDING M: NAVMRP’S Operations Could Be Impaired BY Budcret 
Reductions. GAO found the Navy, in May 1983, significantly 
reduced the funding levels it had planned for SHORSTAMPS 
development and implementation from $109.9 to $53.8 million 
,for Fiscal Years 1984-89. GAO further found that since the 
SHOWTAMPS program does not exist as a line item in the 
Navy’s Five-year defense plan of the budget, such funding 
cuts could effectively terminate the program causing NAVMEP 
to be hard pressed to realize its objectives unless the 
personnel and funds eliminated from the analysis centers’ 
fiscal 1985 budget are reinstated. GAO concluded that the 
operation of the program without these resources could 
further degrade a standards development process already 
jeopardized by questionable methods and probably cause the 
program’s goals to slip considerably. GAO further concluded 
that given past experience, it is questionable that NAVKEP 
will receive all the resources it needs for its first Z-year 
phase since erratic budgeting and staffing levels have 
historically plagued the Navy’s manpower program. 
[PP. VI 33, and 391 
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DOD RESPONSE: Partia/ly Concur, GAO was cor&e~t s:t! the time 
of the audit (May’18831, however Navy has &I&$ pq&#pad 
$111.3 million for Pq, 85-89 which reinstated: pr,$Q&‘#re@apaions. 

,,, I> ‘1,’ 
0 F-1: GAO 

found the i ii to 
corlrect its problems will present a significant obstacle for 
NAVMEP to overcome. One of these problems GAO found was in 
the azea of st;affing standards, whete SHORSTAMP~ !:doss ., not 
cover the m&$#ity of the Navy's shore authorizatigps and 
methods impraEvsmant studies ha*e not been,ingorgoE&ted into 
the sta datds devalohment process. 

8 
With regard to,#workload 

data GA fQursd a:substantial problem with ina(=qurats data and 
lack of m~$agemeht controls to ensure the accutalqy,of data 
inputs. GAO alscr found that the Navy was not enfgrcing its 
policy and instCuetions regarding the use of SHORSWMPS, and 
as a result little use has been made of standards which have 
been approved for Navy-wide use to manage available personnel 
OK justily budgets. GAO concluded that NAVMeP has 
incorporated S@ORSTAMPS without correcting the known flaws 
and as a result is likply to encounter the same obstacles and 
problems that contributed to SHORSTAMPS1 lack of success. 
(pp. iv. digest, p. 51. and 58, GAO Draft Report)* 

DOD RESPONSE: Non-Concur. NAVMEP was designed to eliminate 
SHORSTAMPS problems. The key to NAVMEP is its monitoring and 
enforcement criteria. Implicit in this criteria are the 
types of initiatives proposed by GAO (Recommendatians l-3) 
and accepted by the Navy. (See DOD Response to Findings B, 
F, G. H and K.) 

0 FINDING,O: j3nforceaent Authority and Consolidated Control of 
Manpower Authorizations Is Still Missinq Althoucrh NAWP Has 
ConsolidatM Manaaement of Manpower: Proacams. GAO found that 
while NAVMEP has consolidated the management of several 
manpower determination programs such as the scheduling, 
development, and promulgation of staffing standards that 
establish minimum requirements to perform specific functions, 
it does not consolidate the control of manpower 
authorizations. GAO also found that manpower authorizations 
will continue to be controlled separately by three 
agents-- the Deputy CNO (Manpower, Personnel and Training) for 
military personnel. the Deputy CNO (Logistics) for 
contractors, and the Director of Navy Program Planning for 
civilian employees. GAO points out this division of 
responsibility was one of the concerns it pointed out in a 
priqr report and it 'still exists. (See Appendix [IVb GAO 
concluded that in addition to not consolidating control of 
manpower authorizations, the NAVMEZP alternative makes no 
provision for monitoring and enforcing the use of standards 
for managing and justifying manpower needs. (pp. iv. digest, 
pp. 51-52, and 58-59, GAO Draft Report)* 

DOD RESPONSE : Partially Concur. Navy already has an 
organization that provides the necessary control of active 
and reserve military, civilians, and contract effort. The 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Manpower, Personnel and 
Training) DCNO (MPT)/(OP-01) is responsible for overall total 
force management. 

* GAO note: me final report was changed to incorporate DOD's response. 
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Significant realignments of resources to implement total 
-I force management &ff@eieneies recommended by SHMDs or other 

management analyses CE~ only be accommodated durfng the 
development of the Wavy’s Program Objectives Memorandum (PCM) 
for two reasons: 

First, PWI development and review is that stage of the 
Planning, Pro~gramming and Budgeting (PPB) cycle when 
total force adjustments can be evaluated in the 
context of programmatic Priority and distribution 
deciriens; 

Secondly, PM development and review are the only 
points En the PPB cycle at which significant 
adjustments to end strength and to funding allocation 
among appropriations can be made. Lead respanaibility 
for civilian as well as military manpower adjustments 
during POW development is centralized under the DCNO 
WPT) l 

However, the further one moves through the PPB cycle to 
budget formulation, review. and execution, it becomes 
progressively more difficult to make adjustments among 
appropriations as a result of controls imposed by CMB and 
Congress. For this reason, the budget submission will 
reflect the total force manpower decisions made in 
formulating the PCM OK directed by the Program Decision 
Memoranda (PDMs). Additionally, any subsequent (minor) 
adjustments approved by the DCNO (MPT) which are consistent 
with the PDMs will be reflected in the budget submission. 

It must be recognized that, unlike military personnel, 
civilian personnel are not paid from a single appropriation 
containing only personnel-related costs, but are paid from a 
wide variety of appro8priations which are not limited to 
personnel costs. Consequently, in the budget review and 
budget execution processes, effective control of civilian 
manpower is exercised through oversight of total resources 
within an appropriation with emphasis on achieving the mix of 
personnel and non-personnel resources which will provide for 
the most efficient performance of the program. Civilian 
strength is viewed as a resource and, in the context of 
budget review and execution management, responsibility for 
civilian manpower. and resource distribution in particular. 
requires financial oversight. 

The DCNO (MPT) is tasked and maintains overview responsibili- 
ties and approves all manpower and manpower-related resource 
adjustments from an MPT perspective. However, to insure that 
financial resources stay in balance, lead responsibility for 
manpower, budgeting and budget execution relative to the 
assignment of ceilings, high grade ceilings and average grade 
control for civilian position is the responsibility of the 
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Navy Program Planning Office’s Fiscal P&inagement Division 1 
(GP-92) with the concurrence and approval of DCCW (MPT). 

Contrary to the above finding, the DCNO (Logistical does not 
control manpo’wer authorizations, but rather executes the CA 
Program whiah resulfs~ in Most Efficient Organizations 
(MEOS) . The authorization files which are controlled by the 
DCRO (MPT) ate rubseguently adjusted to reflect those I4RO 
changes in abgactly the same way that the files are adjusted 
for programming changes. 

In regard to the portion of the finding relating to MAVMRP 
provisions for monitoring and enforcing the use of standards, 
see DOD Respons’e to Findings G and H. 

RECOWENDATIONS 

0 RECOMMEWDATL~IU I.. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that commands be required to certify that 
they have reprogrammed authorizations and resources (both 
military and civilian) to conform to requirements generated 
by approved SHORSTAMPS standards. [p. 361 

DOD POSITlQBl. Concur. OPNAVINST 5310.16 (Subj: 
Promulgation and Implementation of SHORSTA24PS Staffing 
Standards) will be revised by January 1985 to require a 
certification (manpower programming/reprogramming actions4le 
made) of all standards applied/reapplied annually before each 
budget cycle. (See DOD Response to Findings H and J.) 

0 REC~NDATION 2. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that commands be required to submit 
SHORSTAMPS justification for any manpower increases requested 
in any function for which an approved SHORSTAMPS standard 
exists. Lp* 361 

DOD POSITION: Concur. OPNAVINST 1000.16E (Subj: Manual of 
N’avy Total Force Manpower; Promulgation of) will be revised 
by January 1985 to require SHMD justification for any 
increases in manpower in any function for which an approved 
standard exists. 

0 RECREATION 3. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that commands be required to certify that 
they have reapplied all applicable standards before each 
budget cycle. [p- 361 

DOD POSITION: Concur. (See DOD Position on GAO 
Recommendation 1.) 
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0 !glgzDTlQN 4. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that commands be required to maintain local 
cecocds to support and document the initial application and 
periodic reapplicatlans of the standards. [p. 361 

DOD POSITION : concruc. QFl4AVINST 5310.16 requires such 
records to b’e maintaioied when the standards are 
applied/teapgliad. Additionally. enforcement of new 
pzoceduces tQSi be adamted in response to DOD position on 
Recommadations I*. 2, and 3 will cause appropciate records to 
be maintained. 

0 . The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the N’avy direct the CXI to assign explicit reagormibility and 
authority fair monitoring and enforcing the aanpower 
requirements program, [F-J. 361 

DOD PQSITZQN: Concul . The DCNO (MPT) already is 
responsible for monitoring and enforcing the manpower 
requtrements pcogtam. 

0 REWTIQN 6. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy establish a program to systematically examine for 
soundness/rigor all standards. methodologies. and processes 
to be used by NIAWEP to detetrine manpower requirements, and 
where feasibles, introduce accepted work measurement 
techniques. [p. 371 

DOD FOSITION: concur. NAWEP consists of a variety of 
techniques of which some are more rigorous than others. The 
short tern necessity of using less rigorous techniques 
between now and end cY85 is a valid use of those methods 
because they will be used to establish a requirements 
baseline. Ht?Wt!?Va K , concurrent with baseline development and 
as ditected by OPNAVINST 5310.22, the implementation of 
NAWEP studies for echelon 1 and 2 activities will be 
reviewed by the Naval Inspector General (OP-008) as an 
integral part of a scheduled comand inspection. Review by 
echelon 3 and below activities will be conducted by cognizant 
echalan 2 Inspector General off ices in a similar aanner. 
Aftet December 1985, as more efficiency reviews ate 
performed, this baseline will be iteratively evaluated for 
the express purpose of refining requiteaents and justifying 
tbhr by means of the most rigorous technique feasible. 

0 REVTION 7. The GAO recommended that the Secretaty of 
the Navy provide the short-and long-term funding stability 
raecessary for completing standards development and providing 
for periodic ceview and updating. [Pm 371 

DOD ROSITIQN: Concur. Uavy will budget appropriate funding 
and personnel to support the program. As stated in Findings 
C and 34, the Navy recognizes that erratic budgeting impacts 
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0 The GAO recommended ph&te; 4$&W@bcretary 
of tha %auw comsidem: the establfshme&t of ‘a~‘~W~~~wmlc 
managc%aa@nt C~E~@E field for military gdarl~cnwi~W@l~ watch defined 
standards of background, education. trPlnf&~~~~~e~~rience, and 
tenute for positions. During the iarterim, coas~ider 
formakizinug and implementing a long-tang@ ~MM&L~ system to 
capitalize on experience of manpower-train,& WWL;ers and 
enlisted persannel. rp* 371 

DQD PO’STTION: Non-Concur. As stated in PkadlLmg %I, the Navy 
has no plans to establish a manpower and peraathel career 
field for officers and enlirted personnel. tiWy vi.11 
continue to use its Officer Subspecialty and Wavy Enlisted 
Classification systems to provide hlAV44EP with the aajority of 
its manpower management personnel rather than establishing a 
separate manpower management career field. The Nanpowe c 
Facsonnel and Training Analysis @#PTA) Sub$p+!kakty defi.nes 
standards of education and experience fog bo’th officer 
personnel and billet requirements. 

0 RleeCwATIQN 10. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Wavy oonslder expediting the implementation of the 
Civilian Career Program in manpower maaagemmt established by 
the Vice Chief of Naval Operations in Septembrtar 1981. [P. 371 

POSITION: Concur. SECNAVINST 12400 will be promulgated 
by January 1985. (See DOD Response to PindiLeLg E.) 

0 R@W~ATI(IEN: 11. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy reconsider NAVMEP~s planned use of macro-models as a 
method of determining manpower requirements. [p* 381 

Ixm POSITION: partially Concur. Navy shares the GAO concern 
oveL: the accuracy and ctedibility of manpower estimates 
derived from MACRO-models. Therefore Navy will use 
MACRO-models developed by manpower claimants such as NAVMAT 
only to ascertain a baseline of currently funded 
authorizations which are associated with that methodology. 
At the same time it is evident that a credible modeling 

* GAO note: The final report was changed to incorporate DOD's response. 
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met,,hodology will be necessary to transitjon from functionally 
oriented SHMD staffing standards to p~ogcagl orionted POM and 
budget consideration,s. %a recognition of this need lavy has 
implemented a now approach - Manpower Estimating Models 
(=a>* Thh m~# asgpmach is to be based a’n culrrent SDMD 
staffing standards, $Fis MlMW. SHOENBC Tasking end workload data 
resident i.n tb Wavy Man,gower Requ,iremen&s System CRIMPS). 
This methodology will model manpower mquireaents and provide 
the needed ccucial link to the PPBS process. 

0 RECmmATl;QM 3.2 The GAG recosnaended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that the terms “work measurementl@, 
QtstandardsWc or ‘engineeredW not be used to refer to manpower 
requirements criteria which have not been developed through 
the use of accepted work measurement techniques. [P. 381 

DOD POSETIGlN: Concur. The referenced terminology will be 
used by the Navy only in accordance with the professionally 
recognized industrial engineering/management engineering 
definitions and criteria for these terms. (See D9D Reponse 
to Findings A and L.) 

0 RECWMEl4DATIOlU 13. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy consider performing methods studies prior to the 
development of standards. [p* 391 

DOD POSITXCEM: concur. As stated in Finding A, an improved 
baseline will be achieved to which increasingly rigorous 
methodologies will be applied currently and in following 
years. Standards development will integrate the efficiency 
review (methods improvement) and standards development 
processes to: critically scrutinize manpower and material 
resources and existing procedures and organizational 
structures; promote efficiencies and effectiveness: and, 
incorporate efficiencies into staffing standards. The end 
result is to produce manpower requirements based on the most 
efficient organization achievable. 

0 RECWDATIQN 14. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy commit the short-and long-term funding and staff 
resource stability necessary for assuring the incorporation 
of methods improvement studies into the manpower requirements 
determination process. [p. 391 

DOD POSZTIOM: Concur. As stated in Findings C and W, the 
Navy agrees that funding stability will enhance program 
management and production and has included short and long 
term funding for methods improvement studies in the $111.3 
million programmed for FYs 85-89. 

0 REC-ATION 15. The GAG recommended that the Secretary of 
the Wavy direct that efforts be intensified to clarify SHOROC 
definitions so they are easily understood and less open to 
misinterpretation. [P- 391 
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*, conicur . The Navy Happo~weq: Bngineerhng Center 
ka~lf?at Teaar: will be estab’tikrbed to accomplish 

this obj~oetwe. (See DGD Response to P’ihdfhg G.) 

0 
the WI@ dtitWt ‘that 

The GAO recomended Ztwt the 6i;ectetary of 
steps b’e taikemk to’ e~llwLlcle Chat submitted 

(paraa&tMt tigllws are mcwLate by (11 rwbftcrtllng ahd 
validgYloiYimg BUatta1 sPbaE’ssioas, (2) requksimg al&t fmmal tecord 
keeping esp~~D4m1~ an parameter subWiss,iom be ~Mimtaihed at the 
activity level;, ahd (3) educating activity department heads 
on the lmgo~trtanee 0f accurate parameter valtiew Mmfssions. 
[pp. 40-41 I 

: concur. The Navy Manpower Bagi,heeci&g Center 
Manp~wa &asaeoameot Team will be used to acco~epYish items (1) 
and (3). QPNAVINST 5310.16 already requires item (2) to be 
done although; this will be enhanced by the monitoring and 
eafarcemegt provisions of NA’VMEP. (See DQD 1816asponse to 
Cihdiag G. ) 

0 . The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy d%rect that steps be taken to remove impediments by 
erpeditiag action to purify the Navy Mahpower: Data Accounting 
System (NHDAS) data base so meaningful comparisons between 
funded authorizations and unfunded tequireaents can be made. 
Ip. 401 

poD FOSITXQN: Concur. Purification of NMDAS is on-going. 
The Total Force Ranpower Management System (TFMMS) to be 
started in FY86 will use the NKDAS purified data base to 
develop comparisons between requirements and authorizations. 
(See mD Response to Finding I.) 

0 . The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that steps be taken to remove impediments by 
contknuing with the effort to ensure that BGC codes are 
accurately assigned. [p. 401 

IXNI POSETItlN: concur. The Navy I4anpower Engineering Center 
mapower Assessment Team will be used to accomplish this 
objective. (See DOD Response to Findings G and I.) - 

o RRC4WQdWDATIcMIs 19. The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that steps be taken to remove irpedirents by 
requiring t&be Civilian Position File to be more routinely 
updated to reflect curtest authorizations. * 

PQS~ITION: Concur. OWAVINST 5310.22, dated 25 June 
1984, requires all authorization files (officer, enlisted, 
and civilian) to be updated as authorization changes occur. 
(See DOD Position on Recommendation 2.) 

0 CXIMRNDATLCEN 20. The GAO recomaended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that steps be taken to remove impediments by 
*GAO note: The final report was changed to incorporate DOD's response. 
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expediting the lHA&lCbASS efforts to provide major commands 
’ with automated across to mmgower data bases. [p. 401 

DOD P0SliTICNJ: CohncuT:. Current impediments which exist under 
MANCLASS operatims; will be eliminated by the Total Force 
Mnpowec Mmmgermsnt Sysrtem (TIYWMS) which will be started in 
FY86. MAWLASS operations will be subsumed by ?IV!MMS. (See 
MID Respmme to Finding I*. ) 

0 REC~ATIQM 23. l The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Navy direct that steps be taken to remove impediments by 
developing a method for translating functional requirements 
into program Eequiterents. Cp. 401 

WD PQSZTIWl: Concur. TFMMS, in conjunction with 
WHPSmmS, will encompass all data elements for translating 
functional requi;rements into manpower program requirements 
needed for PPBS purposes. (See DOD Response to Finding I.) 
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